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PREFACKH 


BY THE AMERICAN EDITOR. 





In Dr. Dickson’s General Preface to the English Translation of Meyer’s 
Commentary on the New Testament, which is placed at the beginning 
of the volumes on the Epistle to the Romans, the following sentences 
descriptive of its character are found. ‘‘ In estimating the character and 
value of Dr. Meyer’s work, it is essential that we should always bear in 
mind the precise standpoint from which it is written. That is simply 
and solely the standpoint of the exegete, who endeavours in the exercise 
of his own independent judgment to arrive, by the use of the proper 
means, at the historical sense of Scripture. His object is not to seek 
support for the doctrines, nor does he bind himself or regulate his 
operations by the definitions or decisions, of any particular church. 
On the contrary, he reaches his results by a purely exegetical process, 
and places them, when so found, at the disposal of the Church.’’ In 
other words, his Commentary is what an exegetical commentary ought 
to be. For this reason, the introduction of this work, a few years since, 
to the knowledge of English and American students of the New Testa- 
ment who had no acquaintance with the language in which it was origi- 
nally written, was an event of much significance in the progress of Bibli- 
cal learning. In our own country, by reason of the peculiar circum- 


_ stances of our history, the study of Theology began, and for a long 


period was carried forward, almost wholly on the doctrinal and philo- 
sophical side. A few scholars, indeed, like Moses Stuart and Josiah W. 
Gibbs, investigated the Scriptures in the purely exegetical way, and thus 
became leaders in the right path. But itis only within the last quarter 
of a century that such investigation has made its great advaice move- 
ment among us and assumed for itself its proper relative position. That 
the effect of German scholarship in this department of study has been 
greatly beneficial to our Theology cannot be questioned. It has tended 
directly and strongly to the end of bringing us to the immediate, fair- 
minded, intelligent examination of the New Testament words, and to 
the interpretation of them, as the thing of primary importance, -according 
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to strict grammatical and linguistic principles. No better example of the 
right method of explaining and commenting has ever been presented to 
the student than that which Meyer has given. He was eminently fitted, 
both by his learning and his spirit, to be an interpreter of the Apostolic 
writings, and, like all candid and large-hearted seekers after the truth, 
he entered more fully into the possession of its treasures as the years of 
his life moved onward. The knowledge and influence of such a commen- 
tator’s writings are of peculiar value in the study of the Epistle to the 
Romans, in the atmosphere of which our theological thinking needs 
continually to be brought to measure and adjust itself by the true prin- 
ciples of interpretation. 

The design of the publishers of the present edition of Meyer’s work 
is to place it within the reach of the largest possible number of theo- 
logical students and ministers, in order that the influence of its profound 
scholarship, its trae methods, its honest truth-seeking purpose, its relig- 
ious spirit and its manly confidence in Christianity may be most widely 
extended. ‘The commentary is printed in full and precise accordance 
with the English Translation—except that, in many instances, references 
to authorities and to Greek writers are transferred from the page to foot- 
notes—and by an arrangement with the English publishers. The 
translation of this volume was made, as indicated on the title-page, by 
the Rev. John C. Moore and the Rev. Edwin Johnson; the work of 
the former covering the first eight chapters, and that of the latter 
the remainder of the Epistles The translation, it is believed, has com- 
mended itself to those who have used it since its first publication. The 
Rev. Dr. William P. Dickson, of the University of Glasgow, was the 
superintending editor of the work when this portion of it was pre- 
pared, and the entire translation, so long as his editorship continued, 
was reviewed and revised by him. As the Commentary on the Romans 
was the first of the series which was published, Dr. Dickson introduced 
it by aGeneral Preface. This preface it has been thought proper to omit 
in this edition, inasmuch as the principal facts connected with Meyer’s 
life, which it contained, have been already stated in the volume on the 
Acts, edited by Dr. Ormiston, and because the Commentary is now so 
much better known than when it was first issued in Edinburgh, that such 
introductory words seem to be scarcely necessary. The Topical Index at 
the end of the volume has been prepared by the Rev. G. F. Behringer, 
of Brooklyn, N. Y., who has kindly exercised a general supervision of 
the work, while passing through the press. 

As to my own share in the present volume, as American Editor, I may 
be permitted to say a few words. The limitations of the volume have 
allowed me to add only about eighty pages of annotations. Within so 
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small a space it was manifestly impossible to consider with fulness or 
freedom all the points of interest which the Epistle presents, or even to 
set forth and establish by arguments the view which I hold of its character, 
its design and purpose, its line of thought, its circle of doctrinal teach- 
ing, or what, if the expression may be allowed me, I may call its peculiar 
Paulinism. The discussion of these and other questions would demand 
a volume, which I hope that, at some future time, I may be able to 
prepare. All that I have attempted to do, at present, is to give some 
brief notes, at the close of each chapter, upon words or sentences re- 
specting which it has seemed to me that suggestions might be helpful 
towards a true understanding of the Apostle’s meaning. In connection 
with the setting forth of this meaning, I have occasionally raised the 
inquiry whether Paul intended to declare a particular doctrine in a 
particular verse or passage, and have sometimes endeavored to show 
that he had no such intention. But I have not deemed it to be within 
my sphere in these annotations—a sphere which is purely exegetical— 
to affirm or to deny that any such doctrine belonged to the Pauline 
system. For this reason, also, as well as because the book is intended, 
as the English editor says in his Preface, for the professional scholar, 
who can endure in a writer some views with which he may not himself 
agree, I have not considered it necessary to discuss any doctrinal 
opinions to which Meyer has incidentally given expression in his re- 
marks upon points with which they have no vital and essential con- 
nection. I have purposely made but few references in the notes to 
commentators and writers upon the Epistle. As I have long been en- 
gaged in the work of theological instruction in the department of New 
Testament Greek, it will not be supposed, I trust, that the omission is 
due to any want of reading the works of such writers, or of acknowledg- 
ment of what I have gained in my studies from their views or thoughts. 
Occasional allusions to some of the most recent authors appeared to me 
not inappropriate, but the limited space at my command rendered it im- 
practicable to mention names, as Meyer himself has done so constantly 
and abundantly. The edition of Meyer’s work on the Epistle which was 
published about two years since by Dr. Bernhard Weiss has.been referred 
to somewhat frequently, because it gives—where he differs from Meyer, 
as well as where he adds his assent to what Meyer had said—the views of 
the scholar who is, at present, perhaps more prominent than any other, 
in this line of studies, in Germany. It is a matter of satisfaction to me 
that in some important points, respecting which my own opinions were 
formed many years ago, I find myself confirmed by the words of this 
very able writer. In some cases mentioned in my notes, on the other 
hand, where I am constrained to take a position opposite to his, I hope 
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that the reasons presented may be regarded as not unworthy of serious 
consideration. Ina number of these cases I have the pleasing con- 
sciofisness of standing with Meyer himself. 

If the few pages which I have inserted in this volume shall prove to 
be helpful to any students of the Pauline writings—especially, if they 
shall be viewed as, in any measure, deserving of a place in such near 
connection with the words and thoughts of a commentator whom I have 
long held in so much honour, I shall be glad to have had the privilege 
of associating my name, even in the most unpretending way, with his, 
as his work goes forth for a wider circulation among the clergy and 
the members of Theological Schools in our country. To those who have 
been connected with the Divinity School of Yale College during the 
past twenty-six years,—in whose life and work I have a personal and 
most friendly interest, —I commend the volume in all its parts. 


Timotay Dwiaut. 
Yate Coruecs, February 18, 1884. 


Norr.—In my own annotutions, the edition of Meyer’s work by Weiss is com- 
monly referred to as Weiss ed. Mey. The letters T. R. are used to designate 
the Textus Receptus. The references to Winer’s Grammar are to the American 
translation. I may state that, for the convenience of students, I have inserted - 
the numbers of the pages of the American translations of both Buttmann’s and 
Winer’s Grammars, wherever Meyer has cited these works in his notes. In 
regard to other abbreviations, see page xxiv. = * 

The reader will allow me to correct one or two errors, which were accident- 
ally overlooked by me in revising the proof-sheets of my notes. In the first 
line of page 75, ‘‘oikovéyuove), so etc.” should be read, instead of ** oix). So etc.” 
In the seventh line of page 79, for ‘‘ Gal. iii.” read Gal. v. On page 108, Note 
XX., line 7, for “to the approving’’ read ‘‘of the approving.’’ Page 254, line 
3, for ‘‘ ver. 20’’ read ‘‘v. 20,” and page 255, line 2, for ‘‘ vv. 12-19” read “v. 
12-19,” and at the end of Note LXXIII. read “ ver. 20’’ for ‘“ ver. 19.’ On 
the other hand, on page 294, line 15 of Note LXXXVL., for ‘‘ v. 25” read ‘* ver. 
25.’’ On page 289, Note LXXVII. in the last two lines let the words “ first” 
and ‘‘ second” exchange places. These cases include all, I think, which are 
of any importance and which the reader will, without trouble, adjust for 
himself, sean VN 
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SPECIALLY WRITTEN BY THE AUTHOR FOR THE ENGLISH 
EDITION. 





Ir cannot but be of great importance in the interests of a thorough, 
sure, and comprehensive knowledge, that the results of progressive 
effort and research in the wide domain of the sciences should be 
mutually exchanged and spread from people to people, and from tongue 
to tongue. In this way of a living fellowship of mind, penetrating to 
the farthest limits of civilization, the various scientific peculiarities of 
national development and culture are necessarily more and more elevated 
into common property as regards their excellences, while their several 
defects and shortcomings are reciprocally compensated and supplied ; and 
thus the honest efforts and labours of individuals, pressing forward in com- 
mon towards a deeper and clearer knowledge, are at once encouraged by 
their mutual respect and stimulated by a generous rivalry. Especially, 
and in an eminent degree, does this hold true within the sphere devoted 
tu the highest object of human effort—the sphere of scientific theology. 
To the cultivation of this science, in accordance with its healthy life 
springing from the Divine Word and with its destination embracing time 
and eternity, belongs in an eminent sense the noble vocation of applying 
every gift received from God freely and faithfully to the service of the 
great whole—the building up of His kingdom. In its view the nations 
with their various characteristic powers, capacities, and tongues, are 
members of the one body, to which they are to hail each other as 
belonging in the fellowship of the one Head, which is Christ, and of the 
one Spirit, whose motions and influences are not restrained by any limits 
of nation or of language. : 7 

From this point of view it cannot but be in every sense a matter for 
congratulation that in our day more than formerly those literary works 
of German theology, which have on their native soil obtained a fair 
position in the literature of the science to which they relate, should by 
translation into the English tongue have that more extended field opened 
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up to them, whose only limit is the ever-increasing diffusion and prev- 
alence of that language in both hemispheres. Thus German theological 
labor goes forth into the wide world ; becomes at home in distant lands 
and in a foreign dress ; communicates what has been given to it, in 
order, by the mutual working of the Spirit, to receive in its turn from 
abroad ; stimulates so far as in it lies, in order that it may itself find 
stimulus and furtherance, instruction and correction ; and in all this lends 
its aid, that the divided theological strivings of the age and the various 
tendencies of religious national character may be daily brought closer 
together, and united in the eternal focus of all genuine science, which 
is truth and nothing but truth—and in the realm of theology the high- 
est truth of all, that of divine revelation. 

In the transplanting of the literary products of German theology to 
the soil of the English language the well-known publishing house of the 
Messrs. T. & T. Clark, of Edinburgh, have earned special distinction ; 
and their efforts, supported by select and able professional scholars, have 
already found, and continue increasingly to find, an appreciation cor- 
responding to their merits both in British and American circles, I have 
therefore readily and willingly given my consent to the proposal of the 
above-mentioned honorable publishers to set on foot and to issue an 
English translation of my Commentary on the New Testament ; and 
with no less readiness have my esteemed German publishers, Vanden- 
hoeck and Ruprecht in Gdttingen, declared their agreement to it, I 
earnestly wish that the version thus undertaken, the first portion of 
which is given to the public in the present volume, may not fail to 
receive, in the field of the English language and of the science which it 
represents, an indulgent and kindly reception, such as, during a long 
series of years, has been accorded to the German work by the German 
theological public. And if I venture to couple with this wish some 
measure of a hope corresponding to it, I am induced to do so simply 
by the fact that even in the German idiom these works have already 
found their way, in no inconsiderable numbers, both to England and 
America. 

Respecting the object and intention of my Commentaries no special 
explanation is needed, since, in point of fact, these are obvious on the 
face of them. They aim at exactly ascertaining and establishing on due 
grounds the purely historical sense of Scripture. This aim is so clear 
and so lofty, that all the produce of one’s own thoughts and subjective 
speculation must fall entirely into the background, and must not be 
allowed to mix up anything of its own with what objectively stands 
forth in the revelation of the New Testament and simply seeks to be 
understood just as itstands. For exegesis is a historical science, because 
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the sense of Scripture, the investigation of which is its task, can only be 
regarded and treated as an historical fact; as positively given, it can 
only be known, proved, established, and set forth so as to be clearly and 
surely understood, by the positive method of studying the grammar, the 
usus loquendi, and the connection in detail as well as in its wider and 
widest sense. Exegetical research therefore cannot regard any defini- 
tions of the doctrinal system ofa Church as binding or regulative for its 
operations, as if forsooth, in cases where the Confession has spoken, its 
duty were to seek only what it was @ prior: directed to seek, and there- 
upon to find only what it so seeks. No! it is just when perfectly 
unprejudiced, impartial, and free—and thus all the more consciously 
and consistently guided simply and solely by those historically given 
factors of its science —that it is able with genuine humility to render to 
the Church, so far as the latter maintains its palladium in the pure Word 
of God, real and wholesome service for the present and the future. 
Unhappily the Church of Rome, by its unchangeable tradition beyond 
the pale of Scripture, and now completely by its Vaticanum, has refused 
to receive such service in all points affecting its peculiar doctrine. But 
with the Evangelical Church it is otherwise. However deep may be 
the heavings of conflicting elements within it, and however long may be 
the duration of the painful throes which shall at last issue—according to 
the counsel of God and when His hour has come—in a happier time for 
the Church when men’s minds shall have attained a higher union, the pure 
word of Scripture, in its historical truth and clearness and in its world- 
subduing divine might, disengaged from every addition of human 
scholasticism and its dividing formulae, must and shall at length become 
once more a wonderful power of peace unto unity of faith and love. 
The Evangelical Church bears inalienably in its bosom the Word as the 
living and imperishable leaven of that final development. 

Such is the ideal goal, which the scientific exposition of Scripture, 
while it desires nothing else than to elucidate and further the true his- 
torical understanding of Scripture, may never lose sight of in regard to 
the Church, which is built on the Word. But how limited is the meas- 
ure of the attainments and of the gifts conferred upon the individual ! 
and how irresistibly must it impel him, in the consciousness of his 
fragmentary contributions, to the humbling confession, ‘‘ Not as though 
I had already attained !’? Nevertheless let each strive faithfully and 
honestly, according to what has been given to him, for that noble goal 
in the field of Scripture-science, in firm assurance that God can bless 
even what is little and be mighty in what is weak. And so may the 
gracious God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ accompany my hum- 
ble labors on His Word, as they are now goipg forth in the dress of 
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another language to far distant brethren, with the blessing on which 
all success depends, that they may conduce to the knowledge of His 
Truth, to the service of His Church, and to the glory of His Holy 
Name. 
Dr. HEIN. AUG. WILH. MEYER, 
OBERUONSISTORIALRATH. 
Hannover, March, 1873. 


PREFACE 


TO THE GERMAN EDITION. 





Forry years have now elapsed since my Commentaries on the New 
Testament were first given to the public. The first edition of the first 
volume-—the weak commencement—appeared in January, 1832. A 
scientific work, which has passed through a long course of development 
and. still continues that course, has always a history—a biography—of 
its own, which of course is intimately interwoven with that of its author. 
Yet in this retrospect I can only be filled with praise and thanksgiving 
to the divine grace ; of myself I have nothing to say.. The indulgence 
of friendly readers, which I have experienced so long, will not, I hope, 
fail to be still extended to me, when my day’s work is drawing to its end. 

This fifth edition of the Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans is 
based—as was of course to be expected, and may be inferred from the 
increase in the number of the sheets—on a new and careful revision of 
the fourth edition, which was issued in 1865. This enlargement— 
although in particular instances much has been abridged or even deleted 
—could not be avoided, if on the one hand the more recent publications 
relating to the Epistle were to meet with due attention,’ and if on the 


1 T could not take into consideration the treatise of Dr. Eklund : ‘*‘ odp§ vo- 
cabulum, quid ap. Paulum significet,’’ Lund, May, 1872, which, cautiously pro- 
ceeding by a purely exegetical method, in the definition of the ethical side of 
that notion arrives substantially at the explanation of Augustine and Luther— 
a result, nevertheless, in which I am still precluded from concurring, as regards 
the Epistle to the Romans, by the contrast of odp§ and voic, as well as that of 
cdpé and the moral éyé in ch, vii.—I must here also make supplementary 
mention of Hilgenfeld’s dissertation ‘‘ Petrus in Rom und Johannes in Kl. Asien” 
(Zeitschrift, 1872. 3); in it he declares himself in favor of the nearly contem- 
porary martyrdom of Peter and Paul in Rome as a historically accredited fact, 
and, as I must still even after the doubts of Lipsius assume, with just reason, 
even as respects its independence of the Simon legend.—During the very 
printing of this Preface there have come into my hands the two dissertations 
by Harmsen, who defends the reference of the doxology in ix. 5 to God, and 
Hilgenfeld, who maintains the genuineness of chapters xv, and xvi. (in the 
latter’s Zeitschrift, 1872. 4). 


j 


xii PREFACE TO THE GERMAN EDITION. 


other hand the general plan of the book—according to which it has to 
provide along with the exposition itself a critical view of the interpreta- 
tions contrasting with it, and so of the detailed history of the exegesis 
—was to be preserved. | | | 

But on what portion of the New Testament could the labour and 
trouble—which are being continually renewed, wherever exegetical sci- 
ence conscientiously strives to reach its pure and clear historic aim—be 
less spared than on this, the grandest and richest in contents of all the 
Apostle’s letters? Especially at the present time. The Epistle to the 
Romans still stands forth as a never silent accuser confronting the Ro- 
man ecclesiasticism, which has strained to the uttermost spiritual arro- 
gance in the dethroned head, and Loyolist submissiveness in the mem- 
bers, of its hierarchy (perinde ac si essent cadavera) ; it is still the stead- 
fast divine charter of the Reformation, as formerly our Luther found 
mainly in it the unyielding fulcrum by the aid of which he upheaved 
the firmly-knit Roman structure from its old foundations, Amidst the 
vehement and pretentious conflicts, which continually surround us in the 
field of cvangelic belief, we still have in this Epistle—just because it sets 
clearly before us the pure apostolic Gospel in its deepest and most com- 
prehensive scope—the clearest and most prominent criterion for the rec- 
ognition of what belongs to the pith and marrow of the Confession, in 
order that we may distinguish with steadfast eye and conscience that 
which is essential from all the fleeting, temporary, controversial or 
scholastic forms, with which it has become connected and interwoven 
through the historical relations of ecclesiastical symbols ; a distinction, 
to which even the Introduction to the Formula Concordiae, although 
this most of all bears the theological impress of the time, significantly 
enough points, and which better meets the exigencies of the restless 
present than the overbearing cry—recklessly transcending limit or meas- 
ure—after unity of doctrine, which yet does not remove or even so 
much as conceal the dissensions among the criers themselves. The 
unity which they desire—were it uniformly established, as it were in the 
lump, for adi doctrinal definitions of the Confession—would be Roman, 
and the very negation of truth and truthfulness in the church, because 
it would be contrary to the freedom of conscience in the understanding 
of Scripture, which has its ground and support, its standard and 
limit, and the holy warrant of its upright confidence, not beyond the 
pale of Scripture, but in it, and in it alone. 

Let us only advance with clearness along the straight path of pure 
historical exegesis, in virtue of which we have always to receive what 
Scripture gives to us, and never to give to it aught of our own. Other- 
wise we run a risk of falling into the boundless maze of an interpreta- 
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tion of Scripture at our own pleasure, in which artificial and violent ex- 
pedients are quickly enough resorted to, with a view to establisa results 
which are constructed from foregone premisses, and to procure doctrines 
which are the creations—obtruded on Scripture—of a self-made world of 
thought and its combinations. Exegetes of this sort—whose labours, 
we may add, are usually facilitated by a lack ef sure and thorough phi- 
lological culture,’ and of needful respect for linguistic authorities—have 
the dubious merit of provoking refutation more than others do, and 
thereby indirectly promoting the elucidation of the true sense of Script- 
ure. Yet they may, as experience shows, attain for a time an influence, 
especially over younger theologians who have not yet reached the stead- 
iness and soberness of mature exegetic judgment, by the charm of nov- 
elty and of a certain originality, as well as of a dialectic art, which veils 
its mistakes so that they they are not at once recognized—an influence 
under which good abilities are misled and learn to be content with ex- 
tracting from the words of Scripture a meaning which, originating from 
their own presuppositions, belongs really to themselves. Indeed, if 
such a mode of handling Scripture, with its self-deceptions and with its 
often very singular caprices, could become dominant (which, looking to 
the present state and progress of science, I do not reckon possible), 
there would be reason to fear that gradually the principle of Scripture 
authority, which preserved in its full objectivity is the aegis of the 
evangelical churches, would become t/usory. All the worse and more 
confusing is it, when such an exegesis employs as the organ of present- 
ing and communicating its views a mode of expression, the quaint 
drapery of which hinders us from clearly discerning the substance of 
the meaning lying beneath it, and in fact frequently permits the effort 


1 We theologians are far too much given to neglect a comprehensive and 
precise knowledge of the Greek grammar. If the exegete of the present day 
supposes himself adequately furnished with such a Grammar as that of Rost 
(whose memory, as my former Gymnasial teacher, I gratefully revere) he is 
mistaken ; it is no longer sufficient. We ought not to overlook the progress of 
philology in the field of the classics, but should be diligent in turning to ac- 
count, for the New Testament, whatever the contributions of the present day 
furnish. Otherwise we neglect an eminently important part of our duty. I 
cannot but here recommend very urgently to the theologian, in the interest of 
pure exegesis, the second edition of Kihner’s Large Grammar (in two parts, 
1869-1872)—to which my citations will always henceforth refer—as the most 
complete and most solid work on the structure of the Greek language regarded 
from the present standpoint of science. ‘This entirely remodelled edition isa 
glorious monument of thorough and comprehensive erudition, and of clear and 
ripe familiarity with the genius of the language of classic Hellenism. 
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of translating it into current forms of speech, which cannot mislead, to 
be attended with but dubious success.’ 

For the critical remarks the part of the edztio octava of Tischendorf’s 
New Testament, which includes the present. Epistle, was in good time 
to be turned to account. As it deviates in many cases from the editio 
septtma, and this diversity is partly due to a modification of the critical 
principles adopted, I have deemed it advisable to specify not merely the 
readings of the octava, but also those of the septima. The one I have 
indicated by Tisch. (8), the other by Zisch. (7); but where the two 
editions agree, I put merely Z%sch. 

With confidence then in God, who sits as Ruler and knows how to 
guide all things well, this work is left to make its way once more into 
the much agitated theological world. May He ward off harm, so far 
as it contains what is erroneous, and grant His blessing, so far as it may 
minister to the correct, unstinted, and undisguised understanding of His 
revealed Word. 


Dr. MEYER. 
HANNOVER, 24th July, 1872. 


' In presence of such wretched evils of style we may be allowed to recall the 
simple rule, which the epigrammatist bids the rhetoricians (Anthol. Pal. xi. 
144, 5 f.) lay to heart : 


Nowy broxeiobat dei roig ypdupase kai gpdowv abvtev 
elvat kotvotépay, ote vosiv a Aéyetc. 


EXEGETICAL LITERATURE OF THE EPISTLE. 





[For Commentaries, and collections of Notes, embracing the whole New 
Testament, see Preface to the Commentary on the Gospel of St. Matthew. 
The following list includes works which deal with the Apostolic or the Pauline 
Epistles generally, or which treat specially of the Epistle to the Romans. 
Works mainly of a popular or practical character have, with a few exceptions, 
been excluded, since, however valuable they may be on their own account, they 
have but little affinity with the strictly exegetical character of the present work. 
Several of the older works named are of little value ; others are chiefly doctri- 
nal or controversial. Monographs on chapters or sections are generally noticed 
by Meyer in loc. The editions quoted are usually the earliest ; al. appended 
denotes that the work has been more or less frequently reprinted. + marks the 
date of the author’s death, c. = circa, an approximation to it. ] 


ABAILARD (Peter), ¢ 1142, Scholastic : Commentariorum super S. Pauli Episto- 
lam ad Romanos libri v. [Opera. ] 
AuzEsius [or Hauxs] (Alexander), + 1565, Prof. Theol. at Leipzig : Disputationes 
in Epistolam ad Romanos, cum P. Melancthonis praefatione. 
8°, Vitemb. 1553. 
ALEXANDER Natalis See Norn (Alexandre). 
AutinG (Jacobus), ¢ 1679, Prof. Theol. at Gréningen : Commentarius theoreti- 
co-practicus in Epistolam ad Romanos. [Opera.] 2°, Amstel. 1686. 
AMBIANENSIS (Georgius), + 1657, Capuchin monk at Paris : Trina Pauli theologia 
. . . Seu omnigena in universas Pauli epistolas commentaria exegetica, 
tropologica et anagogica. 2°, Paris. 1649-50. 
AMBROSIASTER [or PsEupo-AmBrostus], c. 380, generally identified with Hilarius 
the Deacon: Commentarius in Epistolas xiii. B. Pauli. [Ambrosii 
Opera. ] ‘ 
ANSELMUS [or HErRvevs], c. 1100: Enarrationes in omnes 8S. Pauli Epistolas. 
2°, Paris. 1533. 
Aguinas (Thomas), + 1274, Scholastic : Expositio in omnes Epistolas S. Pauli. 
2°, Basil. 1475 al. 
ArsBoreus (Joannes), c. 1550, Prof. Theol. at Paris: Commentarius in omnes 


Pauli Epistolas. 2°, Paris. 1553. 
Aretius (Benedictus), + 1574, Prof. Theol. at Berne: Commentarii in omnes 
Epistolas D. Pauli, et canonicas. 2°, Morgiis, 1683. 


Batpurn (Friedrich), + 1627, Prof. Theol. at Wittenberg: Commentarius in 
omnes Epistolas apostoli Pauli. . . (Separately, 1608-1630). 

4°, Francof. 1644 al. 

BaumGarten (Sigmund Jakob), ¢ 1757, Prof. Theol. at Halle : Auslegung des 


Briefes Pauli an die Rémer. 49, Halae, 1749. 
Baumearren Crustus (Ludwig Friedrich Otto), + 1843, Prof. Theol. at Jena: 
Commentar zum Rémerbrief. 8°, Jena, 1844. 


Bupa Venerabilis, | 735, Monk at Jarrow: Expositio in Epistolas Pauli [a Ca- 
tena from the works of Augustine, probably by Florus Lugdunensis, 
c. 852], et In Epistolas septem catholicas liber. [Opera.] 
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BEELEN (Jean-Théodore), R. C, Prof. of Or. Lang. at Louvain : Commentarius 
in Epistolam 8. Pauli ad Romanos. 8°, Lovani, 1854. 
Brrr (Joseph Agar), A Commentary on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans. 
London, 1877. 
BeisHaM (Thomas), ¢ 1829, Unitarian minister in London: The Epistles of. 
Paul the Apostle translated, with an exposition and notes. 
4°, Lond. 1822, 
BENECKE (Wilhelm), + 1837, retired Hamburg merchant : Der Brief Paulian die 


Romer erliutert ; 8°, Heidelb. 1831. 
Translated .... 8°, Lond. 1854, 
Bisprne (August), R. C. Prof. Theol. at Minster: Exegetisches Handbuch zu 
den Briefen des Apostels Paulus. 8°, Minster, 1854-8 al. 


BorHME (Christian Friedrich), ¢ 1844, Pastor at Lucka near Altenburg : Epis- 
tola Pauli ad Romanos Graece cum commentariv perpetuo. 

8°, Lips. 1806. 

Brats (Etienne de), c. 1680, Prof. Theol. at Saumur : Epistolae Pauli ad Roma- 


nos analysis paraphrastica cum notis. 4°, Salmurii, 1676, 
Brent (Johann), + 1570, Provost at Stuttgard : Commentarius in Epistolam ad 
Romanos. 2°, Francof. 1564 al. 


Brown (David), D.D., Prof. Theol. Free Church College, Aberdeen : Commen- 
tary on the Epistle to the Romans, embracing the last results of crit- 
icism. 12°, Glasg. 1860. 

Brown (John), D.D., ¢ 1858, Prof. Exeg. Theol. to the United Presbyterian 
Church, Edinburgh : Analytical Exposition of the Epistle of Paul . . . 


to the Romans. 8°, Edin. 1857. 
Bruno, ¢ 1101, Founder of the Carthusian Order: Commentarius in omnes 
Epistolas Pauli. 2°, Paris. 1509. 
Bucerr (Martin), ¢ 1551, Prof. Theol. at Cambridge : Metaphrasis et enarratio 
in Epistolam Pauli ad Romanos. 2°, Basil. 1562. 
BuGENHAGEN (Johann), ¢ 1558, Prof. Theol. at Wittenberg: Interpretatio 
Epistolae Pauli ad Romanos. 8°, Hagenoae, 1523. 
BuuiincEr (Heinrich), ¢ 1575, Pastor at Ziirich : Commentarii in omnes Epis- 
tolas apostolorum. 2°, Tiguri, 1537 al. 


Casetanus [Tommaso da Vio], + 1534, Cardinal : Epistolae 8. Pauli et aliorum 
apostolorum ad Graecam veritatem castigatae et juxta sensum literalem 
enarratae. 2°, Venet. 1531 al, 

Cauixtus (Georg), ¢ 1656, Prof. Theol. at Helmstadt : Expositiones litterales in 
Epistolas ad Romanos, ad Corinthios priorem et posteriorem, ad Ga- 
latas, ad Ephesios, ad Philippenses, ad Colossenses, ad Thessalonienses 

. et ad Titum. 4°, Helnistadii, 1664-66. 

Canin [Cuavvin] (Jean), ¢ 1564 : Commentarii in omnes Epistolas Pauli apos- 
toli atque etiam Epistolam ad Ebraeos ; necnon in Epistolas canoni- 
cas, 2°, Genevae, 1551 al. 

CaPELus [CaprEt] (Louis), t 1658. See Acrs, 

Carpzov (Johann Benedict), ¢ 1803. Prof. Theol. and Greek at Helmstadt : 
Stricturae theologicae et criticae in Epistolam Pauli ad Romanos... . 

8°, Helmstad. 1758. 

Cassioporus (Magnus Aurelius), + 563, Chancellor of the Ostrogoth empire : 
Complexiones in Epistolas apostolorum, in Acta et in Apocalypsim quasi 
brevissima explanatione decursas, . . . 8°, Florent. 1721 al. 

Catarino (Ambrogio). See Poxrrt (Lanzelotto), 

Cuatmers (Thomas), D.D., { 1847, Principal of F. ©. College, Edinburgh : 
Lectures on the Epistle of Paul the Apostle to the Romans. 

12°, Glasg. 1842 al. 

Curysostomus (Joannes), + 407, Archbishop of Constantinople : Homiliaein Epis- 
tulas Pauli. [Opera.] 

Cuyrrarus [or Kocuuare] (David), ¢ 1600, Prof. Theol. at Rostock : Kpistola 
Pauli ad Romanos, brevi ac dialectica dispoxitione partium et gram- 
matica declaratione textus . . . explicata, 8°, n. p. 1599. 

CLAUDE (Jean), ¢ 1687, Minister at the Hague: Commentaire sur l’Epitre aux 
Romains, [Oeuvres. ] 
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Contarini (Gaspare), | 1542, Cardinal: Scholia in Epistolas Pauli. [Opera.] 
2°, Paris. 1571 al. 
ContzEn (Adam), + 1618, Jesuit at Mentz: Commentaria in Epistolam 8S. Pauli 


ad Romanos, 2°, Colon. 1629. 
ConyBEArRE (William John, M.A.), Howson (John Saul), D.D. : Life and Epis- 
tles of St. Paul. =. 4°, Lond. 1852 al. 


Cox (Robert), M.A., P. C. of Stonehouse, Devon : Horae Romanae, or an at- 
tempt to elucidate St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans, by an original 


translation, explanatory notes, and new divisions. 8°, Lond. 1824. 
Cramer (Johann Andreas), + 1788, Prof. Theol. at Kiel: Der Brief Pauli an die 
Romer aufs neue tibersetzt und ausgelegt. 4°, Leip. 1784. 


Creu (Johann), ¢ 1633, Socinian teacher at Cracow : Commentarius in Epis- 
tolam Pauli ad Romanos, ex praelectionibus ejus conscriptus a Jona 


Schlichtingio .... 8°, Racov. 1636. 
CruCcIGER [CREUZINGER] (Kaspar), + 1548, Pastor at Leipzig : Commentarius in 
Epistolam Pauli ad Romanos. 8°, Vitemb. 1567. 


Daxx (John) : Analysis of all the Epistles of the New Testament. 12°Oxf, 1652. 
DamascEeNnvs (Joannes), t 754, Monk at S. Saba: Ex universa interpretatione 
J. Chrysostomi excerpta compendiaria in Epistolas 8. Pauli. [Opera. ] 
Deuitzscu (Franz), Prof. Theol. at Leipzig: Briefan die Rémer aus dem grie- 
chischen Urtext in das hebriische uebersetzt und aus Talmud und 


Midrasch erliutert. 8°, Leip. 1870. 
Dickson (David), ¢ 1662, Prof. Theol. at Glasgow and Edinburgh : Expositio ana- 
lytica omnium apostolicarum Epistolarum. .. . 4°, Glasg. 1645. 
and Analytical Exposition of all the Epistles. 2°, Lond. 1659. 
Dretscu (August), Prof. in the Univ. at Bonn: Adam und Christus. Rém. V. 
12-21. 8° Bonn, 1871. 


Dieu (Louis de), + 1642, Prof. in the Walloon College at Leyden : Animadver. 
siones in Epistolam ad Romanos. Accessit spicilegium in reliquas 


ejusdem apostoli, ut et catholicas epistolas. 4°, Lugd. Bat. 1646. 
Dionysius CAarTHUSIANUS [DENys DE Rycxket], f 1471, Carthusian monk: Elu- 
cidissima in divi Pauli Epistolas commentaria. 8°, Paris. 1531. 


Epwarps (Timothy), M.A., Vicar of Okehampton, Devon: Paraphrase, with 

critical annotations on the Epistles to the Romans and Galatians, with 

an analytical scheme of the whole. 4°, Lond. 1752. 

Est [Estrus] (Willem Hessels van), f{ 1613, R. C. Chancellor of Douay : In 
omnes beati Pauli et aliorum apostolorum Epistolas commentarius. 

2°, Duaci, 1614-16, al. 

Ewaup (Georg Heinrich August), Prof. Or. Lang. at Gittingen ; Die Sendschrei- 

ben des Apostels Paulus iibersetzt und erklirt. 8°, Gotting. 1857. 

Ewsank (William Withers), M.A., Incumbent at Everton : Commentary on the 


Epistle of Paulto the Romans... 8°, Lond. 1850-51. 
Faser Stapulensis (Jacobus) [Jacques Lefevre d’Etaples], ¢ 1536, resident at 
Nerac : Commentarius in Epistolas Pauli... 2°, Paris. 1512 al. 

Farrar (F. W.), Canon of Westminster : The Life and Works of St. Paul. 
Lond. 1879. 
Favs (Antoine de la), t 1616, Prof. at Geneva : Commentarius in Epistolam ad 
Romanos. 8°, Genevae, 1608. 


Feuu (Joun), + 1686, Bishop of Oxford : A Paraphrase and annotations upon all 
the Epistles of St. Paul, by Abraham Woodhead, Richard Allestry and 
Obadiah Walker. Corrected and improved by Dr. John Fell. [First 


issued anonymously in 1675.] 8°, Lond. 1708. 
Ferme (Charles), + 1617, Principal of Fraserburgh College : Analysis logica in 
Epistolam ad Romanos. 12°, Edin. 1651 al, 
Frerus [Wiip] (Johannes), + 1554, Cathedral Preacher at Mentz: Exegesis in 
Epistolam Paulli ad Romanos, 8°, Paris, 1559. 
FEvaRDENtT (Francois), ¢ 1612, Franciscan preacher at Paris : Commentarius in 
Epistolam ad Romanos. 8°, Paris. 1599. 


Fuarr (Johann Friedrich von), ¢ 1821, Prof, Theol. at Tiibingen : Vorlesungen 
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iiber den Brief Pauli an die Rémer, herausgegeben von Ch. D. F. Hoff- 
mann. 8°, Tubing. 1825. 

Frorvus Lugdunensis, c. 852. See Brpa. 
Forses (John), LL. D., Prof. of Oriental Languages at Aberdeen: Analytical 
commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, tracing the train of thought 
by the aid of parallelism. . 8°, Edinb. 1868. 
Frrrzscue (Karl Friedrich August), ¢ 1846, Prof. Theol. at Rostock : Pauli ad 
Romanos Epistola. Recensuit et cum commentariis perpetuis edidit. 
8°, Halis, 1836-43, 
Fromonp (Libert), + 1653, Prof. Sac. Scrip. at Louvain : Commentarius in om- 
nes Epistolas Pauli apostoli et in septem canonicas aliorum aposto- 
lorum epistolas. 2°, Lovan. 1663 al, 


GaGnEE (Jean de), ¢ 1549, Rector of the University of Paris: Brevissima et 
facillima in omnes divi Pauli et canonicas epistolas scholia. 
8°, Paris. 1543 al. 
GERHARD (Johann), ¢ 1637, Prof. Theol. at Jena: Adnotationes posthumae in 
Epistolam ad Romanos, cum Analectis Jo. Ernesti Gerhardi. 
4°, Jenae. 1666 al. 
Girrorp (E. H.), Rector of Much Hadham : Introduction, Commentary, and 
Critical Notes on the Epistle to the Romans. Vol. III. of Bible Com- 
mentary, edited by F. C. Cook, Canon of Exeter. Lond. 1881. 
GiécKkLER (Conrad}: Der Brief des Apostel Paulus an die Romer erklirt. 
8°, Frankf.-a.-M. 1834. 
Gover (F.) Prof., in the Theol. Faculty at Neuchatel : Commentaire sur |’ Epitre 
aux Romains. | 8°, Paris. 1879-80. 
[Translated by A. Cusin, Edinburgh, 1881.] 
Gomar (Francois), + 1641, Prof. Theol. at Gréningen: Analysis et explicatio 
Epistolarum Pauli ad Romanos, Gal. Philipp. Coloss. Philem. He- 
braeos. [Opera.] 2°, Amstel. 1644. 
GraFe (Ed.): Ueber Veranlassung und Zweck des Rémerbriefes. 
Freiburg, 1881. 
GRONEWEGEN (Henricus), + 1692, Minister at Enkhuizen : Vytleginge van den 
Zendbrief Paulli aan de Romeynen. 49 Gorinchem, 1681. 
GUALTHER [WALTHER] (Rudolph), + 1586, Pastor at Zurich: Homiliae in om- 
nes Epistolas apostolorum. 2°, Tiguri, 1599. 
GumLur1aup (Claude), + 1550, Theological Lecturer at Autun : Collationes in om- 
nes Epistolas Pauli. 4°, Lugd. 1542 al. 


Haupane (Robert), of Airthrey, + 1842 : Exposition of the Epistle to the Ro- 
mans, with remarks on the Commentaries of Dr. Macknight, Prof. 
Tholuck, and Prof. Moses Stuart. 12°, Lond, 1842 al. 

Haymo, + 853, Bishop of Halberstadt [or Remicrus]: Commentarius in Epis- 
tolas S. Pauli. 2°, Paris, 1556 al. 

HemmMine [or Hemmincsen] (Niels), +1600, Prof. Theol. at Copenhagen : Com- 
mentarius in omnes Epistolas apostolorum. 2°, Lips. 1572 al. 

HemseEn (Johann Tychsen), + 1830, Prof. Theol. at Gottingen: Der Apostel 
Paulus, sein Leben, Wirken, und siene Schriften herausgegeben von 


F. Luecke. 8°, Gotting. 1830. 
Hence (Wessel Albert van), Prof. Theol. in Leyden : Interpretatio Epistolae 
Pauli ad Romanos 8°, Lugd. Bat. 1854-9. 


Hervevus DoteEnsis, c. 1130, Benedictine. See ANsELMUS. 
Hesuustus (Tilemann), + 1588, Prof. Theol. at Helmstadt : Commentarius in 


omnes Epistolas Pauli. 2°, Lips. 1605. 
Hiestep (Johann), + 1681, Prof. in Gymnasium at Bremen: Collationes phi- 
lologicae in Epistolam ad Romanos. 4°, Bremae, 1675. 
Hopee (Charles), D.D., Prof. Theo]. at Princeton : Commentary on the Epis- 
tle to the Romans. 8", Philadelphia, 1835 al, 


Hormann (Johann Christian Konrad von), Prof. Theol. at Erlangen : Die 
Heilige Schrift Neuen Testaments zusammenhiingend untersucht. 
Ill. Theil. Brief an die Romer, ; 8°, Nérdlingen, 1868. 
Hotsten (C.) : Zum Evangelium des Panlus und des Petrus, Rostock, 1868, 
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Hueo pe S. Vicrors, } 1141, Monk at Paris : Quaestiones circa Epistolas Pauli. 


[Opera. ] 
Hypertus [GrrHarp] (Andreas), + 1564, Prof. Theol. at Marburg : Commentarii 
in Pauli Epistolas. 2°, Tiguri, 1583, 


JarvHo (Georg Friedrich) : Director of Gymnasium at Hildesheim : Pauli Brief 
an die Rémer nach seinem inneren Gedankengange erliutert, 

8°, Hildesheim, 1858-9. 

JoweErt (Benjamin), M.A., Master of Balliol College, Oxford : The Epistles of 

St. Paul to the Thessalonians, Galatians, Romans, with critical notes 

and dissertations. 8°, Lond. 1855. 

JUSTINIANI [GruUSTINIANI] (Benedetto), + 1622, S. J. Prof. Theol. at Rome : Ex- 
planationes in omnes Pauli Epistolas [e¢ in omnes catholicas]. 

2°, Lugd. 1612-21. 


KisTeMaker (Johann Hyazinth), + 1834, R. C. Prof. Theol. at Miinster: Die 

Sendschreiben der Apostel (und die Apocalypse), itbersetzt und erklirt. 

8°, Miinster, 1822-3. 

Kure (Heinrich), + 1840, R. C. Prof. Theol. at Miinich : Commentar iiber des 

Apostel Pauli Sendschreiben an die Rémer. 8°, Mainz, 1830. 

Knieut (Robert) : A Critical Commentary on the Epistle of St, Paul the Apostle 

to the Romans. 8°, Lond. 1854. 

K1osTeRMANN (August), Prof. in the Univ. at Kiel : Korrekturen zur bisherigen 

Erklirung des Rémerbriefes, ; Gotha, 1868. 

Kétiner (Wilhelm Heinrich Dorotheus Eduard), c. 1850, Prof. Theol. at Got- 
tingen : Commentar zu dem Briefe des Paulus an die Romer. 

8°, Darmst. 1834. 

Kreuu (August Ludwig Gottlob), ¢ 1855, Prof. Pract. Theol. at Leipzig : Der 

Brief an die Rémer ausgelegt. 8°, Leip. 1849. 


Lanrranc, + 1089, Archbishop of Canterbury : Commentarii in omnes D. Pauli 
Epistolas. [Opera. ] 
Laprpe (Cornelius 4) [Van pen Steen], + 1637, 8. J. Prof. of Sacred Scripture 
at Louvain ; Commentaria in omnes D. Pauli Epistolas. 
2°, Antwerp. 1614 et al. 
Launay (Pierre de), Sieur dela Motte : Paraphrase et exposition sur les Epistres 
de S. Paul. 4°, Saumur et Charenton, 1647-50. 
Lxruwen (Gerbrand van), + 1721, Prof. Theol. at Amsterdam : Verhandeling 
van den Sendbrief Paulli aan de Romeynen. 4°, Amst. 1688-99. 
Lewin (Thomas), M.A.: The Life and Epistles of S. Paul. 8°, Lond. 1851. 
Limsorcu (Philipp van), + 1712, Arminian Prof. Theol. at Amsterdam : Com- 
mentarius in Acta Apostolorum et in Epistolas ad Romanos et ad 
Ebraeos. 2°, Roterod. 1711. 
Livermore (Abiel Abbot), Minister at Cincinnati : The Epistle of Paul to the 
Romans, with a commentary and revised translation, and introductory 
essays. 12°, Boston, 1855. 
Locks (John), + 1704. See Ganartans. | 
Lomgarbus (Petrus), Lae, Scholastic : Collectanea in omnes Epistolas D. 
Pauli ex. SS. Patribus. 2°, Paris. 1535 al. 
Lucut (H.): Uber die beiden letzten Kapitel des Rémerbriefes. Eine Kritische 
Uutersuchung. 8°, Berlin, 1871. 


Macknicut (James), D.D., + 1800, Minister at Edinburgh : A new literal trans- 
lation . . . of all the apostolical Epistles, with a commentary and 

notes, philological, critical, explanatory and practical . . . 
4°, Edin. 1795 al. 
Mater (Adalbert), R. C. Prof. Theol. at Freiburg: Commentar tiber den Brief 
Pauli an die Rémer. 8°, Freiburg, 1847, 
MancGoup (Wilhelm). Prof. Theol. at Bonn: Der Rémerbrief und die Anfinge 
der Rémischen Gemeinde. Eine kritische Untersuchung. 1866. 
Also, Der Rémerbrief und seine geschichtliche Voraussetzungen, 1884. 
Marburg. 
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Manryr (Peter) [Vermici1], + 1562, Prof. Theol. at Strasburg : In Epistolam ad 

Romanos commentarii .. . 2°, Basil. 1558, al. 
Meunrine (H. J. F.): Der Brief Pauli an die Rémer uebersetzt und erklirt. 

8°, Stettin, 1859. 

MerxancutHon (Philipp), + 1560, Reformer : Adnotationes in Epistolas Pauli ad 


Romanos, et Corinthios. . . 4°, Basil, 1522. Commentarii in Ep. 
Pauli ad Romanos. 8° Argent. 1540.—Epistolae Pauli ad Romanos 
scriptae enarratio ... 8°, Vitemb. 1556 al. 


Mrtvinze (Andrew), + 1622, Principal of St. Mary’s College, St.Andrews : Com- 
mentarius indivinam Pauli Epistolam ad Romanos .. . 

8°, Edin. 1849. 
Momma (Willem), + 1677, Pastor at Middelburg : Meditationes posthumae in 
Epistolas ad Romanos et Galatas. 8°. Hag. Com. 1678. 
Morison (James), D.D. Prof. Theol. to the Evangelical Union, Glasgow: An 
exposition of the Ninth chapter of Paul’s Epistle to the Romans. 8°, 
Kilmarnock, 1849. And A critical exposition of the Third chapter... 

8°, Lond. 1866. 

Morus (Samuel Friedrich Nathanael), + 1792, Prof. Theol. at Leipzig : Prae- 
lectiones in Epistolam Pauli ad Romanos. Cum ejusdem versione 

Latina, locorumque quorundam N. T. difficiliorum interpretatione. 


Ed. J .T. S. Holzapfel. 8°, Lips. 1794. 
Muscuuus [or Mrusstin] (Wolfgang), + 1563, Prof, Theol. in Berne: In Epis- 
tolam ad Romanos commentarius. 2°, Basil. 1555 al. 


NimtsEen (Rasmus), Prof. Theol. at Copenhagen ; Der Brief Pauli an die Romer 

entwickelt ... 8°, Leip. 1843. 

Norn (Alexandre) [Narauis], + 1724, Dominican teacher of Church History 
at Paris : Expositio litteralis et moralis in Epistolas D, Pauli. 

2°, Paris. 1710. 


OxcumEntvs, c. 980, Bishop of Tricca ; Commentaria in Acta Apostolorum, in 
omnes Pauli Epistolas, in Epistolas catholicas omnes. .. 

2°, Veronae, 1532 al. 

OuTRAMARE (Hugues), Minister at Geneva: Commentaire sur l’Epitre aux 


Romains. [I-—V. 11.] 8°, Geneve, 1843. 
Ortcenrs, + 254, Catechete at Alexandria: Fragmenta in Epistolas Pauli 
(Opera. | 
Osorro (Jeronymo), ¢ 1580, Bishop of Sylvas : In Epistolam Pauli ad Romanos 
libri quatuor. [Opera.] 2°, Romae, 1592. 


Parevus [or WaENGLER] (David), + 1622, Prof. Theol, at Heidelberg : Commen- 
tarius in Epistolam ad Romanos. 4°, Francof. 1608 al. 

Pauxus (Heinrich Eberhard Georg), + 1851. See GALAaTIANs. 

Prize (Thomas Williamson), D.D., Vicar of Luton : Annotations on the apos- 
tolical Epistles, designed chiefly for the use of students of the Greek 


text. 8°, Lond. 1848-52. 
Peactus, c. 420, British monk : Commentarii in Epistolas 8. Pauli. [Hierony- 
mi Opera. } 
Putrrrt (Friedrich Adolph), Prof. Theol. at Rostock : Commentar tiber den 
Brief an die Romer. ; 8°, Erlangen and Frankf. 1848-52. 
[Translated from the 3d ed. by J. 8. Banks. . Edinburgh, 1879.] 


Picquieny (Bernardin) [Bernarpinus A Prconto], Cistercian monk : Epistolarum 
Pauli triplex expositio, cum analysi, paraphrasi et commentariis. 
2°, Paris. 1703. 
Porritt (Lanzelotto) [AmBrocio Catartno], + 1553, Archbishop of Conza : Com- 
mentarius in omnes divi Pauli et alias septem canonicas Epistolas. 
2°, Romae, 1546 al. 
Possett (August), c. 1715, Pastor at Zittau: Richtige Erklirung der Epistel 
Pauli an die Romer... 4°, Zittau, 1696, 
Prmastivus, c. 550, Bishop of Adrumetum : Commentaria in Epistolas Pauli. 
[Bibl. Max. Patrum. X.] 
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Przipzcov or PrzypKowsxy (Samuel), + 1670, Socinian teacher : Cogitationes 
sacrae ad omnes Epistolas apostolicas. 

2°, Eleutheropoli [Amstel.], 1692. 

Purpvus (Edward), M.A. : A Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, with a 

revised translation. 8°, Dubl. 1855. 

Pyzz (Thomas), D.D., + 1756, Vicar of Lynn: A Paraphrase, with some notes 

on the Acts of the Apostles and on all the Epistles of the New Tes- 

tament. * 8°, Lond. 1725 al. 


QuistorP (Johann), + 1648, Superintendent at Rostock : Commentarius in omnes 
Epistolas Paulinas. 4°, Rostoch, 1652. 


Rasanus Maovrvs, + 856, Archbishop of Mentz: Enarrationum in Epistolas B. 
Pauli libri triginta. [Opera. ] 
Ramsacn (Johann Jakob), + 1735, Superintendent in Giessen: Ausfiihrliche 
und griindliche Erkliirung der Epistel Pauli an die Rémer. , 
49, Bremae, 1738. 
Introductio historico-theologica in Ep. P. ad Romanos, cum Martini 
Lutheri Praefatione variis observationibus exegeticis illustrata. 
8°, Halae, 1727. 
RetcnE (Johann Georg), Prof. Theol. in Géttingen: Versuch einer ausfiihr- 
lichen Erklirung des Briefes Pauli an die Rémer, mit historischen 
Kinleitungen und exegetisch-dogmatischen Excursen. 
8°, Gétting. 1833-4. 
Commentarius criticus in Novum Testamentum, quo loca graviora et 
difficiliora lectionis dubiae accurate recensentur et explicantur, 
Tom. I.—III. Epistolas Paulinas et catholicas continentes. 
4° et 8°. Godtting. 1853-62. 
Reirumayr (Franz Xaver), + 1871, R. C. Prof. Theol. at Munich : Commentar 
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INTRODUCTION. 


§ 1. Skercu oF THE APposTLE’s LIFE. 







ge AUL, who received this Roman name, according to Jerome, 
ji Catal. 5—and from Acts xiii. 9, this view seems the most 
probable *—on occasion of the conversion of Sergius Paulus 
the Roman Proconsul of Cyprus, but was at his circumcision 
named Ow? was the son of Jewish parents belonging to the 
tribe of Benjamin (Rom. xi. 1 ; Phil. iii. 5), and was born at Tarsus * (Acts ix. 
11, xxi. 39, xxii. 3), a wéAuc peydAn Kal edvdaipwv (Xen. Anab, i. 2, 23) of ancient 
renown, founded according to the legend by Perseus, in Cilicia. The year 
of his birth is quite uncertain (a.p. 10-15 ?) ; but it is certain that he was 
of Pharisaic descent (see on Acts xxiii. 6), and that his father was a Roman 
citizen (see on Acts xvi. 87). He therefore possessed by birth this right of 
citizenship, which subsequently had so important a bearing on his labours 
and his fate (Acts xxii. 27f.). Of his first youthful training in his native 
city, where arts and sciences flourished (Strabo, xiv. 5, 18, p. 673), we 
know nothing ; but it was probably conducted by his Pharisaic father in 
entire accordance with Pharisaic principles (Phil. iii. 5 ; Gal. i. 14), so that 
the boy was prepared for a Pharisaic rabbinical school at Jerusalem. While 
yet in early youth (Acts xxii. 3, xxvi. 4, comp. vii. 58 ; Gal. i. 14 ; Tholuck, 





1 See the particulars on Acts xiii. 9. overcame Elymas as the little David over- 


2 Since both names were generally cur- 
rent, every attempt to explain their mean- 
ing in reference to our Paul is utterly 
arbitrary—from that of Augustine, accord- 
ing to whom he was called Saul as persecutor 
(as Saul persecuted David), and Paulus as 
praedicator (namely, as the minimus apos- 
tolorum, 1 Cor. xv. 9), down to Umbreit’s 


' play on the word 3p (the made one, 


created anew) in the Stud. u. Krit. 
1852, p. 377f., and Lange’s fancy that the 
Apostle was called the /iti/e, because he 


came Goliath. : 

3 Not at Gischala in Galilee, according to 
the statement of Jerome, de Vir. ill. 5 
(comp. also what he says on Philem. 23), 
which cannot be taken into consideration 
after the Apostle’s own testimony (see 
especially Acts xxii. 3), unless with Krenkel 
(Paulus ad. Ap. d. Heiden, 1869, p. 215) we 
distrust the accounts of the Book of Acts 
even in such a point lying beyond the scope 


of its dogmatic tendency. 
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in the Stud. u. Krit. 1835, p. 364 ff.; also in his Vermischte Schr. II. p. 2'74 
ff.) he was transferred to Jerusalem, where he had perhaps even then rela- 
tives (Acts xxiii. 16), though there is no evidence that the entire family 
migrated thither (Ewald). He entered a training-school of Pharisaic theol- 
ogy, and became a rabbinic pupil of the universally honoured (Acts v. 34) 
Gamaliel (Acts xxii. 3), who, notwithstanding his strict orthodoxy (Light- 
foot, ad Matt. p. 33), shows himself (Acts v. 34 ff.) a man of wise modera- 
tion of judgment.’ In accordance with a custom, which was rendered nec- 
essary by the absence of any regular payment of the Rabbins and was very 
salutary for their independence (see on Mark vi. 3, and Delitzsch, Handwer- 
kerleben zur Zeit Jesu,* 1868, V.), the youthful Saul combined with his rab- 
binical culture the learning of a trade—tentmaking (Acts xviii. 3)—to 
. which he subsequently, even when an apostle, applied himself in a way 
highly honourable and remarkably conducive to the blessing of his official 
labours, and for that reason he felt a just satisfaction in it (Acts xviii. 3, xx. 
34; 1 Thess. ii. 9; 2 Thess. iii. 7 ff. ; 1 Cor. iv. 12,-ix. 6, xii. 15; 2 Cor. xi. 8, xii. 
13). At the feet of Gamaliel he of course received an instruction which, as to 
form and matter, was purely rabbinic ; and hence his epistles exhibit, in 
the mode in which they unfold their teaching, a more or less distinct rab- 
‘binico-didactic impress. But it was natural also that his susceptible and 
active mind should not remain unaffected by Hellenic culture, when he 
came into contact with it; and how could he escape such contact in Jerusa- 
lem, whither Hellenists flocked from all quarters under heaven? This 
serves to explain a dilettante? acquaintance on his part with Greek literary 
works, which may certainly be recognized in Acts xvii. 28, if not also in 
1 Cor. xv. 83 (Tit. i. 12); and which, perhaps already begun in Tarsus, may 
have been furthered, without its being sought, by his subsequent relations of 
intercourse with Greeks of all countries and of all ranks. It is impossible to 
determine how much or how little of the virtues of his character, and of the 
acuteness, subtlety, and depth of lofty intellect which he displayed as apos- 
tle, he owed to the influence of Gamaliel ; for his conversion had as its re- 
sult so entire a change in his nature, that we cannot distinguish—and we 
should not attempt to distinguish—what elements of it may have grown out 
of the training of his youth, or to what extent they have done so. We can 
only recognize this much in general, that Saul, with excellent natural gifts, 


1 See traits of the mild liberality of senti- 
ment, which marked this \grandson of the 
celebrated Hillel, quoted from the Rabbins 
in Tholuck, /.c. p. 378. The fact that never- 
theless the youthful Saul developed into a 
zealot cannot warrant any doubt, in opposi- 
tion to Acts viii. 34 ff.,as to his having been 
Gamaliel’s pupil (such as Hausrath ex- 
presses, neut. Zeitgesch. Il. p. 419 ff.). 

2 The exaggerations of the older writers 
(see e.g. Schramm, de stuPENDA eruditione 
Pauli, Herborn. 1710) are pure inventions of 
fancy. So too is Schrader’s opinion, that 
Paul had by Greek culture prepared him- 


self to be a Jewish missionary, a prose- 
lytizer. It cannot even be proved that he 
formed his diction on the model of particu- 
lar authors, such as Demosthenes (Késter 
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p. 305 ff.). The 
comparisons instituted with a view to es- 
tablish this point are too weak and general. 
How many similar parallels might be col- 
lected, ¢.g. from Plato, and even from the 
tragedians! On the whole the general re- 
mark of Jerome, at Gal. iv. 24, is very ap- 
propriate: ‘‘ P. scisse, licet non ad perfectum, 
literas saeculares.”” 
* Translation pub. by Funk & Wagnalls. 
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with the power of an acute intellect, lively feelings, and strong will, was, 
under the guidance of his teacher, not merely equipped with Jewish theo- 
logical knowledge and dialectic art, but had his mind also directed with 
lofty national enthusiasm towards divine things ; and that, however deeply 
he felt sin to be the sting of death (Rom. vii. 7 ff.), he was kept free (Phil. 
ii. 6) from the hypocritical depravity which was at that time prevalent 
among Pharisees of the ordinary type (Schrader, IT. p. 23 ff.; comp. also 
Keim, Gesch. Jesu, I. p. 265). Nevertheless it is also certain that the mod- 
eration and mildness of the teacher did not communicate themselves to the 
character of the disciple, who, on the contrary, imbibed in a high degree 
that prevailing rigour of Pharisaism, the spirit of which no Gamaliel could 
by his individual practical wisdom exorcise. He became a distinguished 
zealot for the honour of Jehovah and the law (Acts xxii. 3), as well as for 
Pharisaic principles (Gal. i. 14), and displayed all the recklessness and vio- 
lence which are wont to appear, when fiery youthful spirits concentrate all 
their energies on the pursuit of an idea embraced with thorough enthusiasm. 
His zeal was fed with abundant fuel and more and more violently inflamed, 
when the young Christian party growing up in Jerusalem became an object 
of hostility as dangerously antagonistic to the theocracy and legal orthodoxy 
(comp. Acts vi. 13, 14), and at length formal persecution broke out with the 
stoning of Stephen. Even on that occasion Saul, although still in a very 
subordinate capacity, as merely a youth in attendance,’ took a willing and 
active part (Acts viii. 1, xxii. 20); but soon afterwards he came forward on 
his own account as a persecutor of the Christians, and, becoming far and 
wide a terror to the churches of Judaea (Gal. i. 22 f.), he raged against the 
Christians with a violence so resolute and persistent (Acts xxii. 3 f., xxvi. 
10 ff.), that his conduct at this time caused him ever afterwards the deepest 
humiliation and remorse (1 Cor. xv. 8, 9; Gal. i. 13; Eph. iii. 8 ; Phil. iii. 
6 ; comp. 1 Tim. i. 18). Yet precisely such a character as Saul—who, full 
of a keen but for the time misdirected love of truth and piety, devoted with- 
out selfish calculation his whole energies to the idea which he had once em- 
braced as his highest and holiest concernment—was, in the purpose of God, 
to become the chief instrument for the proclamation and extension of the 
divine work, of which he was still for the moment the destructive ad- 
versary. A transformation so extraordinary required extraordinary means. 
Accordingly when Saul, invested with full powers by the Sanhedrin (Acts 
ix. 1, xxvi. 9), was carrying his zealous labours beyond the bounds of Pales- 
tine, there took place near Damascus (85 A.D.) that wonderful appearance to 
him of the exalted Jesus in heavenly glory (see on Acts ix. 3; 1 Cor. ix. 1, 
xv. 8) which arrested him (Phil. iii. 12), and produced no less a result than 
that Saul—thereby divinely called, and subsequently favoured with an in- 
ward divine revelation of the Son of God? (see on Gal. i. 15 f.)—gradually 


_ 1 Not as a married man or already a sent the Gospel of Paulas having originated 


widower, of about thirty years of age, from the intrinsic action of his own mind, 
(Ewald, Hausrath); comp. on Acts vii. 58. and the event at Damascus as a visionary 

2 The attempts of the Tiibingen school picture drawn from his own spirit, are 
{especially of Baur and Holsten) to repre- noticed and refuted at Acts ix., and by 
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became, under the further guidance of the divine Spirit and in the school of 
his own experiences so full of trial, the Apostle, who by the most extensive 
and most successful proclamation of the Gospel, especially among the Gen- 
tiles, and by his triumphant liberation of that Gospel from the fetters of 
Mosaism on the one hand and from the disturbing influences of the current 
theosophic speculations on the other, did more than all the other apostles— 
he, the Thirteenth, more than the Twelve, who had been called in the first 
instance for the dwdexadbaov of Israel (Gal. ii. 9; 1 Cor. xv. 10). His con- 
version was completed through Ananias, who was directed to him by means 
of an appearance of Christ (Acts ix. 10 ff.); and, having been baptized, he 
at once after a few days, in the resolute consciousness of his spiritual life 
transformed with a view to his apostolic vocation (Gal. i. 16), preached in 
the synagogues of Damascus Jesus’ as being the Son of God (Acts x. 19 f.). 
For all half-heartedness was foreign to him ; now too he was, whatever he 
was, thoroughly, and this energetic unity of his profound nature was now 
sanctified throughout by the living spirit of Christ. His apostolic labours at 
Damascus, the birthplace of his regenerate life, lasted three years, inter- 
rupted however by a journey to Arabia (Gal. i. 17), the object of which most 
probably was to make merely a preliminary and brief trial of his ministry in 
a foreign field.? 

Persecution on the part of the Jews—which was subsequently so often, 
according to the Divine counsel, the salutary means of extending the sphere 


Beyschlag in the Stud. u. Krit. 1870, 1. 
Compare generally Dorner, Gesch. d@. prot. 
Theol. p. 829 ff. 

1 The chief facts in the life of Jesus could 
not but have been already known to him 
in a general way, whilst he was actively 
opposing the Christians at Jerusalem ; but 
now, for the first time, there dawned upon 
him the saving knowledge of these facts and 
of their truth, and his constant intercourse 
with believers henceforth deepened more 
and more this saving knowledge. Thus, 
following the living historical tradition 
within the circle of Christianity under the 
influence of the Christ revealed in him, he 


became the most important witness for the . 


history of Jesus apart from the Gospels. 
Comp. Keim, Geschichte Jesu, I. p. 36 ff.; also 
Hausrath, newt. Zeitgesch. Il. p. 457. But 
that he had seen Christ Himself, cannot be 
inferred from 2 Cor. vy. 16; see on that 
passage. 

2 Schrader, K6llner, Kohler (Abfassungen 
d. epistol. Schr. p. 43 f.), Riickert, and Schott 
on Gal. Z.c., Holsten, Déllinger, Krenkel, 
and others, think that Paul withdrew im- 
mediately after his conversion to a neigh- 
bouring desert of Arabia, in order to pre- 
pare himself in retirement for his calling. 
Compare also Hausrath, newt. Zeitgesch. I. 
p. 455. This view is decidedly at variance 


with Acts ix. 19, 20, where the immediate 
public teaching at Damascus, a few days 
after the conversion, receives very studious 
prominence. But we should only have to 
assume such an inconsistency with the pas- 
sage in Acts, in the event of that assumed 
object of the Arabian journey being exe- 
getically deducible from the Apostle’s own 
words in Gal. i. 17, which, however, is by no 
means the case. Luke, it is true, makes no 
mention at all of the Arabian journey ; but 
for that very reason it is highly improbable 
that it had as its object asilent preparation 
for his official work. For in that case. the 
analogous instances of other famous teach- 
ers who had prepared themselves in the 
desert for their future calling (Ex. xxiv. 18, 
xxxiv. 28; Deut, ix. 9; 1 Kings xix. 8), and 
the example of John the Baptist, and even 
of Christ Himself, would have made the 
fact seem too important either to have re- 
mained wholly unknown to Luke, or to 
have been passed over without notice in 
his history ; although Hilgenfeld and Zeller 
suppose him to have omitted it intentionally. 
On the other hand, we cannot suppose that 
the sojourn in Arabia extended over the 
whole, or nearly the whole of the three 
years (Eichhorn, Hemsen, Anger, Ewald, 
Laurent, and older expositors). See gener- 
ally on Gal. i. 17. 
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of the Apostle’s labours—compels him to escape from Damascus (Acts ix. 
19-26 ; 2 Cor. xi. 32 f.); and he betakes himself to the mother-church of 
the faith on account of which he has suffered persecution in a foreign land, 
proceeding to Jerusalem (A.D. 38), in order to make the personal acquaint- 
ance of Peter (Gal. i. 18). At first. regarded by the believers there with dis- 
trust, he was, through the loving intervention of Barnabas (Acts ix. 27 f.), 
admitted into the relation of a colleague to the Apostles, of whom, however, 
only Peter and James the brother of the Lord were present (Gal. i. 19). 
His first apostolic working at Jerusalem was not to last more than fifteen 
days (Gal. i. 18); already had the Lord by an appearance in the temple 
(Acts xxii. 17 ff.) directed him to depart to the Gentiles ; already were the 
Hellenists resident in the city seeking his life; and he therefore withdrew 
through Syria to his native place (Acts ix. 30; Gal. i. 20). Here he seems to 
have lived and worked wholly in quiet retirement, till at length Barnabas, 
who had appreciated the greatness and importance of the extraordinary man, 
went from Antioch, where just at that time Gentile Christianity had estab- 
lished its first church, to seek him out at Tarsus, and brought him thence 
to the capital of Syria ; where both devoted themselves for a whole year 
(A.D. 43) without interruption to the preaching of the Gospel (Acts xi. 25, 
26). We know not whether it was during this period (see Anger, temp. rat. 
p- 104 ff.), or during his sojourn in Cilicia (see Ewald, apost. Zeit. p. 440, 
ed. 3), that the Apostle became the subject of that spiritual ecstasy and 
revelation which, even after the lapse of fourteen years, continued to be re- 
garded by him as so extremely remarkable (2 Cor. xii. 2-4). 

But the great famine was now approaching, which, foretold at Antioch 
by the prophet Agabus from Jerusalem, threatened destruction to the 
churches of Judaea. On this account the brethren at Antioch, quite in the 
_ spirit of their new brotherly love, resolved to forward pecuniary aid to Ju- 
daea ; and entrusted its transmission to Barnabas and Saul (Acts xi. 27-80). 
After the execution of this commission (a.pD. 44), in carrying out which 
however Saul at least cannot have gone all the way to Jerusalem (see on 
Gal. ii. 1), the two men were formally and solemnly consecrated by the 
church at Antioch as apostles to the Gentiles (Acts xiii. 1-8); and Saul now 
undertook—at first with, but afterwards without, Barnabas—his missionary 
journeys so fruitful in results. In the course of these journeys he was wont, 
where there were Jews, to attempt the fulfilment of his office in the first in- 
stance among them, in accordance with what he knew to be the divine 
order (Rom. i. 16, xv. 8 ff.), and with his own deep love towards his nation 
(Rom. ix. 1 ff.); but when, as was usually the case, he was rejected by the 
Jews, he displayed the light of Christ before the Gentiles. And in all va- 
riety of circumstances he exhibited a vigour and versatility of intellect, an 
acuteness and depth, clearness and consistency, of thought, a purity and 
steadfastness of purpose, an ardour of disposition, an enthusiasm of effort, 
a wisdom of conduct, a firmness and delicacy of practical tact, a strength 
and freedom of faith, a fervour and skill of eloquence, a heroic courage 
amidst dangers, a love, self-denial, patience, and humility, and along with 
all this a lofty power of gifted genius, which secure for the Saul whom 
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Christ made His chosen instrument the reverence and admiration of all 
time.’ 

In accordance with the narrative of Acts, three? missionary journeys of 
the Apostle may be distinguished; and in the description of these we may 
insert the remaining known facts of his history. 

(1.) On his consecration as Apostle to the Gentiles, Paul went along with 
Barnabas the Cyprian, and with Mark accompanying them as apostolic ser- 
vant, first of all to the neighbouring Cyprus; where, after his advance from 
Salamis to Paphos, his work was crowned by a double success—the humilia- 
tion of the goetes Elymas, and the conversion of the proconsul Sergius Pau- 
lus (Acts xiii. 6-12). Then Pamphylia, where Mark parted from the apos- 
tles (xiii. 13), Pisidia and Lycaonia became in turn fields of his activity, in 
which, together with Barnabas, he founded churches and organized them 
by the appointment of presbyters (xiv. 23). At one time receiving divine 
honours on account of a miracle (xiv. 11 ff.), at another persecuted and 
stoned (xiii. 50, xiv. 5, 19), he, after coming down from Perga to Attalia, 
returned to the mother-church at Antioch. 

While Paul and Barnabas were here enjoying a quiet sojourn of some du- 
ration among the brethren (Acts xiv. 28), there came down from Judaea 
Pharisaic Christians jealous for the law, who required the Gentile converts 
to submit to circumcision as a condition of Messianic salvation (Acts xv. 1; 
Gal. ii. 4). It was natural that this demand should encounter a decided 
opponent in the highly enlightened and liberal-minded Paul, whose lively 
assurance of the truth, resting on revelation and upheld by his own experi- 
ence, could tolerate no other condition of salvation than faith in Christ; 
and in consequence both he and the like-minded Barnabas became entangled 
in no small controversy (Acts xv. 2). The dispute involved the fundament- 
al essence and independent standing of Christianity and the whole freedom 
of a Christian man, and was therefore of such importance that the church 
at Antioch, with a view to its settlement, deputed their most influential 
men, Paul, who also received a revelation for this purpose (Gal. ii. 2), and 
Barnabas along with some others (Paul also took Titus with him, Gal. ii. 1), 
to proceed to Jerusalem (fourteen years after the Apostle’s first journey 
thither, a.D, 52), and there discuss with the apostles and elders the points 


1Comp. Holsten, J.c. Huang. d. Paul. u. 
Petr. p. 88 ff.; Luthardt, d. Ap. Paul. e. Le- 
bensbild, 1869; Krenkel, Paul. d. Ap. ad. Hei- 
den, 1869; Hausrath, newt. Zeitgesch. II. 
1872; Grau, Hntwickelungsgesch. d. neutest. 
Schrifith. 1871, Il. p. 10f.; also Sabatier, 
Uapotre Paul, esquisse dune histoire de sa 
pensée, Strasb. 1870. Still the history of the 
spiritual development of the Apostle can- 
not be so definitely and sharply divided in- 
to periods as Sabatier has tried todo. See, 
against this, the appropriate remarks of 
Gess, Jahrb. f. D. Theol. 1871, p. 159 ff. The 
motive power and unity of all his working 
lay in his inward fellowship with Christ, 





with His death and resurrection—in the 
subjective living and moving in Christ, and 
of Christ in him. Comp. Grau. /.c. p. 15 ff. 
2 The supposition that there were other 
chief journeys, which, it is alleged, are left 
unnoticed in the Acts (Schrader), is quite 
incompatible with the course of the history 
as there given. He must, however, have 
made many subordinate journeys, for the 
Book of Acts is far from giving a complete 
account of his labours, as is clearly shown 
by various intimations in the Epistles. For 
example, how many journeys and events 
not noticed in the Acts must be assumed in 
connection with 2 Cor. xi. 14 ff. ? 
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in dispute. And how happy was the result of this so-called Apostolic Cown- 
cil/ Paul laid the Gospel which he preached to the Gentiles before the 
church, and the apostles in particular, with the best effect (Gal. ii. 2, 6); 
and, as to the point of circumcision, not even his apostolic associate Titus, a 
Gentile, was subjected to the circumcision demanded by members of the 
church wha were zealous for the law. With unyielding firmness Paul con- 
tended for the truth of the Gospel. The apostles who were present—James 
the brother of the Lord, Peter and John—approved of his preaching among, 
and formally recognized him as Apostle to, the Gentiles (Gal. ii. 1-10); and 
he and Barnabas, accompanied by the delegates of the church at Jerusalem, 
Judas Barsabas and Silas, returned to Antioch bearers of a decree (Acts xv. 
28-30) favourable to Christian freedom from the law, and important as a 
provisional measure for the further growth of the church (Acts xvi. 4 f.), 
though not coming up to that complete freedom of the Gospel which Paul 
felt himself bound to claim, and for this reason, as well as in virtue of his 
consciousness of independence as Apostle to the Gentiles, not urged by him 
in his Epistles. Here they prosecuted afresh their preaching of Christ, 
though not always without disturbance on the part of Jewish Christians, so 
that Paul was compelled in the interest of Christian freedom openly to op- 
pose and to admonish even Peter, who had been carried away into dissimu- 
lation, especially seeing that the other Jewish Christians, and even Barna- 
bas, had allowed themselves to be tainted by that dissimulation (Gal. ii. 11 
ff.). Paul had nevertheless the welfare of his foreign converts too much at 
heart to permit his wishing to prolong his stay in Antioch (Acts xv. 36). 
He proposed to Barnabas a journey in which they should visit those con- 
verts, but fell into a dispute with him in consequence of the latter desiring 
to take Mark (Acts xv. 37-39)—a dispute which had the beneficial conse- 
quence for the church, that the two men, each of whom was qualified to fill 
a distinct field of labour, parted from one another and never again worked 
in conjunction. 

(2.) Paul, accompanied by Silas, entered on a second missionary journey 
(A.D. 52). He went through Syria and Cilicia, strengthening the Christian 
life of the churches (Acts xv. 41) ; and then through Lycaonia, where at 
Lystra (see on Acts xvi. 1) he associated with himself Timothy, whom he 
circumcised—apart however from any connection with the controversy as to 
the necessity of circumcision (see on Acts xvi. 3)—with a view to prevent 
his ministry from causing offence among the Jews. He also traversed Phry- 
gia and Galatia (Acts xvi. 6), in the latter of which he was compelled by 
bodily weakness to make a stay, and so took occasion to plant the churches 
there (Gal. iv. 13). When he arrived at Troas, he received in a vision by 
night a call from Christ to go to Macedonia (xvi. 8 ff.). In obedience to 
this call he stepped for the first time on the soil of Europe, and caused 
Christianity to take permanent root in every place to which he carried his 
ministry. For in Macedonia he laid the foundation of the churches at Phi- 
lippt, Thessalonica, and Beroea (Acts xvi. 12 ff., xvii. 1 ff., 10 ff.); and then, 
driven away by repeated persecutions (comp. also 1 Thess. ii. 1f., i. 6)—but 
leaving Silas and Timothy behind in Beroea (Acts xvii. 14)—he brought to 
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Christ His first-fruits even in Athens, where he was treated by the philoso- 
phers partly with contempt and partly with ridicule (Acts xvii. 16 ff.). 
But in that city, whence he despatched Timothy, who had in the mean- 
while again rejoined him, to Thessalonica (1 Thess, iii. 1 ff.), he was unable 
to found a church. The longer and more productive was his labour in 
Corinth, whither he betook himself on leaving Athens (Acts xviii. 1 ff.). 
There, where Silas and Timothy soon joined him, he founded the church 
which Apollos afterwards watered (1 Cor. iii. 6, 10, iv. 15, ix. 1); and for 
more than a year and a half (Acts xviii. 11, 18; a.p. 53 and 54)—during 
which period he received support from Macedonia (2 Cor. xi. 9), as he had 
previously on several occasions from the Philippians (Phil. iv. 15 f.)—over- 
came the wisdom of the world by the preaching of the Crucified One (1 Cor. 
ii. 1 ff.). The relation here formed with his fellow-craftsman Aquila (Acts 
xviii.1 ff.), who as a Roman emigrant was sojourning with his wife Priscilla 
in Corinth, could not fail to exercise essential influence on the Christian 
church at Rome (Rom. xvi. 3). In Corinth he wrote also at this time the 
first of his doctrinal Epistles preserved to us—those to the Thessalonians. 
Corinth was the terminus of his second missionary journey. From Corinth 
he started on his return, not however taking a direct course, but first mak- 
ing by way of Zphesus (whither he brought Aquila and Priscilla with him) 
a journey to Jerusalem to attend a festival (Acts xviii. 18-22; A.D. 55), 
whence, without prolonging his stay, he returned to.the bosom of the 
Syrian mother-church. But he did not remain there long (Acts XVili. 23); 
his apostolic zeal soon impelled him to set out once more. 

(3.) He made his third missionary tour through Galatia and Phrygia, 
strengthening the churches which he had founded from town to town (Acts 
xviii. 23); and traversed Asia Minor as far as Hphesus, where for nearly 
three years (A.D. 56-58) he laboured with peculiar power and fervour and 
with eminent success (Acts xix. 1-xx. 1), although also assailed by severe 
trials (Acts xx. 19; 1 Cor. xv. 32, comp. 2 Cor. i. 8). This sojourn of the 
Apostle was also highly beneficial for other churches than that at Ephesus; 
for not only did he thence make a journey to Corinth, which city he now 
visited for the second time (see on 2 Cor. introd. § 2), but he also wrote 
towards the end of that sojourn what is known to us as the First Epistle to 
the Corinthians, receiving subsequently intelligence of the impression made 
by it from Timothy, whom he had sent to Corinth before he wrote, as well 
as from Titus, whom he had sent after writing it. The Epistle te the Gala- 
tiants was also issued from Ephesus. He was impelled to leave this city by 
his steadfast resolution now to transfer his labours to the far West, and in- 
deed to Rome itself, but before doing so to revisit and exhort to steadfast- 
ness in the faith his Macedonian and Achaean converts (Acts xix. 21, xx. 2), 
as well as once more to go to Jerusalem (Acts xix. 21). Accordingly, after 
Demetrius the silversmith had raised a tumult against him (Acts xix. 24 ff.), 
which however proved fruitless, and after having suffered in Asia other se- 
vere afflictions (2 Cor. i. 8), he travelled through Macedonia, whither he 
went by way of Troas (2 Cor. ii. 12). And here, after having been joined 
by both Timothy and Titus from Corinth, Paul wrote the Second Hpis- 
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tle to the Corinthians. He then remained three months in Achaia (Acts xx. 
3) where he issued from Corinth—which he now visited for the third time 
(2 Cor. xii. 14, xiii. 1)—his Epistle to the Romans. Paul now regards his 
calling in the sphere of labour which he has hitherto occupied as fulfilled, 
and is impelled to pass beyond it (2 Cor. x. 15 f.); he has preached the 
Gospel from Jerusalem as far as Illyria (Rom. xv. 19, 23); he desires to go 
by way of Rome to Spain, as soon as he shall have conveyed to Jerusalem a 
collection gathered in Macedonia and Greece (Rom. xv. 23 ff.). But it 
does not escape his foreboding spirit that suffering and tribulation await 
him in Judaea (Rom. xv. 30 ff.). 

The Apostle’s missionary labours may be regarded as closed with this last 
sojourn in Achaia ; for he now entered on his return journey to Jerusalem, 
in consequence of which the capital of the world was to become the closing 
scene of his labours and sufferings. Hindered solely by Jewish plots from 
sailing. directly from Achaia to Syria, he returned once more to Macedonia, 
and after Easter crossed from Philippi to Troas (Acts xx. 8-6), where his 
companions, who had set out previously, awaited him. Coming thence to 
Miletus, he bade a last farewell with touching fervour and solemnity to the 
presbyters of his beloved church of Ephesus (Acts xx. 17 ff.) ; for he was firmly 
convinced in his own mind, filled as it was by the Spirit, that he was going 
to meet bonds and afflictions (xx. 23). At Tyre he was warned by the 
Christians not to go up to Jerusalem (xxi. 4); at Caesarea Agabus an- 
nounced to him with prophetic precision the approaching loss of his free- 
dom (xxi. 10 ff.), and his friends sought with tears to move him even now 
to return ; but nothing could in the least degree shake his determination to_ 
-follow absolutely the impulse of the Spirit, which urged him towards 
Jer isalem (xx. 22). He went thither (a.p. 59) with heroic self-denial and 
yielding of himself to the divine purpose, in like manner as formerly the 
Lord Himself made His last pilgrimage to the Jewish capital. Arriving 
there shortly before Pentecost—for his object was not only to convey to the 
brethren the gifts of love collected for them, but also. to celebrate the 
national festival, Acts xxiv. 17—he was induced by James and the pres- 
byters to undertake immediately on the following day, for the sake of the 
Judaists, a Nazarite vow (xxi. 17 ff.). But, while it was yet only the fifth 
day of this consecration (see on Acts xxiv. 11), the Asiatic Jews fell upon 
him in the temple, accusing him of having, as an enemy of the law and the 
temple, brought Gentiles with him into the holy place; and they would 
have killed him, had not the tribune of the fort Antonia rescued him by 
military force from their hands (xxi. 28-34). In vain he defended himself 
before the people (Acts xxii.), and on the following day before the Sanhedrin 
(xxiii. 1-10) ; but equally in vain was a plot now formed by certain Jews 
who had bound themselves by an oath to put him to death (xxiii. 11-22) ; 
’ for the tribune, when informed of it, had the Apostle conducted imme- 
diately to the Procurator Felix at Caesarea (xxiii. 23-35). Felix was base 
enough, in spite of Paul’s excellent defence, to detain him as a prisoner for 
two years, in the expectation even of receiving a bribe ; and on his depart- 
ure from the province, from a wish to gratify the Jews, left the Apostle to 
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be dealt with by Porcius Festus his successor (summer, A.D. 61), Acts xxiv. 
Even from the more equitable Festus, before whom the Jews renewed their 
accusations and Paul the defence of his innocence, he did not receive the 
justice that was his due ; wherefore he found himself compelled to make a 
formal appeal to the Emperor (xxv. 1-12). Before this date however, whilst 
living in the hope of a speedy release, he had written at Caesarea his Epis- . 
tles to the Ephesians, Colossians, and Philemon (which are usually assigned to 
the Roman captivity) ; see on Eph. introd. § 2. His appeal, notwithstand- 
ing the unanimously favourable opinions pronounced regarding him (Acts 
xxvi.) after his solemn defence of himself before King Agrippa II. and his 
sister (xxv. 13 ff.), was necessarily followed by his transference from Caesarea 
to Rome. During the autumn voyage, on which he was accompanied by 
Luke and Aristarchus, danger succeeded danger, after the Apostle’s wise 
warnings were despised (Acts xxvii. 10, 11, 21) ; and it was only in conse- . 
quence of his advice being afterwards followed (Acts xxvii. 30-36) that all 
were saved and, after the stranding of their vessel at Malta, happily landed 
to pass the winter on that island. In the following spring he saw Rome, 
though not—as it had been so long his earnestly cherished wish to visit it 
(Rom. i. 10 ff.)—as the free herald of the Gospel. Still he there enjoyed 
the favour—after receiving a custodia militaris—of being permitted to dwell 
in his own hired house and to continue without interruption his work of in- 
struction among all who came to him. This mild imprisonment lasted two 
full years (from the spring of 62) : and as at this time his intrepid fidelity 
to his office failed not to make oral proclamation of the kingdom of God 
(Acts xxviii. 30, 31 ; Phil. i. 12 ff.), so in particular the Epistle to the Philip- 
pians, which emanated from this time of captivity, is a touching proof of 
that fidelity, as well as of the love which he still received and showed, of the 
sufferings which he endured, and of the resignation and hope which alter- 
nated within him. This letter of love may be called his swan’s song. The 
two years’ duration of his further imprisonment did not decide his cause ; 
and it does not make his release by any means self-evident,’ for Luke re- 
ports nothing from. this period respecting the progress of the Apostle’s trial. 
But now all at once we lose all trustworthy accounts bearing on the further 
course of his fate ; and only thus much can be gathered from the testi- 
monies of ecclesiastical writers as historically certain, that he died the death 
of a martyr at Rome under Nero, and nearly at the same time? as Peter 
suffered crucifixion at the same place. See the testimonies in Credner, Zin. 
I. p. 318 ff. ; Kunze, praecip. Patrum testim., quae ad mort. P. spect., Gott. 


1 In opposition to Stélting, Beitr. z. Haxeg. 
d. Paul. Br. p. 195. 

2 Whether Peter suffered martyrdom 
somewhat earlier than Paul (Ewald), or 
some time later, cannot be made out from 
Clement, Cor. I. 5, any more than from 
other sources. Moreover this question is 
bound up with that as to the place and 
time of the composition of the First Epistle 
of Peter. But that Peter never came to 


Rome—as, following Baur and others, Lip- 
sius, Chronol. d. Rim. Bischéfe, 1869, and 
Quellen d. Rim. Petrussage, 1872, and Gun- 
dert in the Jahrb. f. D.. Th. 1869, p. 306 ff., 
seek to prove (see the earlier literature on 
the question in Bleek’s Hinleitung, p. 562)— 
cannot, in view of the church tradition, be 
maintained. The discussion of this question 
in detail belongs to another place, 
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1848 ; and generally Baur, Paulus, I. p. 248 ff. ed. 2; Wieseler, p. 547 ff. ; 
Otto, Pastoralbr. p. 149 ff. ; from the Catholic point of view, Déllinger, 
Christenth. und Kirche, p. 79 ff. ed. 2. 

The question however arises, Whether this martyrdom (beheading) was 
the issue of his trial at that time (Petavius, Lardner, Schmidt, Eichhorn, 
Heinrichs, Wolf, de altera Pauli captivit. Lips. 1819, 1821, Schrader, Hem! 
sen, K6llner, Winer, Fritzsche, Baur, Schenkel, de Wette, Matthies Wieseler, 
Schaff, Ebrard, Thiersch, Reuss, Holtzmann, Judenth. u. Chnetanth. p. 549 f., 
Hausrath, Hilgenfeld, Otto, Volckmar, Krenkel, and others, iaclndeng 
Rudow, Diss. de argumentis pee quibus epistolar. pastoral. origo Paul. 
impugnata est, Gott. 1852, p. 6 ff.), or of a second Roman captivity, as has 
been assumed since Eusebius (ii. 22) by the majority of ancient and modern 
writers, including Michaelis, Pearson, Hinlein, Bertholdt, Hug, Heiden- 
reich, Pastoralbr. I. p. 6 ff., Mynster, x1. theol. Schr. p. 291 f., Guericke, 
Bohl, Abfassungse. d. Br. an Timoth. u. Tit., Berl. 1829, p. 91 ff., Kéhler,? 
Wurm, Schott, Neander, Olshausen, Kling, Credner, Neudecker, Wiesinger, 
Baumgarten, Lange, apost. Zeitalt. II. i. p. 386 ff., Bleek, Déllinger, Sepp, 
Gams, d. Jahr d. Méartyrertodes d. Ap. Petr. u. Paul. 1867, Ewald, Huther, 
and others. Since the testimony of Eusebius, /.c., which is quite of a gen- 
eral character, confessedly has reference merely to a tradition (Adyo¢ éyez), 
which was acceptable to him on account of 2 Tim. iv. 16 f., the historical 
decision of this question turns on the statement of Clemens Romanus.? He 
says, according to Dressel’s text,* 1 Cor. 5: Avda CyAov nai 6 Mavdoc bropovigg 
K7pvF yevdopevoc 
év Te TH GvaToAq Kai év TH Shoe, Td yevvaiov THe TicTEwe abTov KAéo¢ EAaBEV, JiKaLo- 


BpaBetov.irécxer, Extaxic deoua popécac, dvyadevietc, ABacbeic. 


obvyv diddgag bAov tov Kéopov, Kai éxi Td Tépua THE Sboews EADY, Kal papTvphoac 
éxt tov Hyoupévav. OtbTwe arndAdyyg Tov Kécpov, Kal Eig TOV aycov TéroV érropev0n, 
imouovig yevduevoc péytotoc broypaupsc. This passage, it is thought, indicates 
clearly enough that Paul before his death, passing beyond Italy, had reached 
the farthest limit of the West, Spain,‘ and that therefore a second Roman 


1 Who, curiously enough, further assumes 
a third and fourth captivity. 

2 Nothing at all bearing upon our question 
can be derived from the testimony of 
Dionysius of Corinth, quoted by Euseb. ii. 
25, to which Wiesinger still attaches weight. 
It merely affirms that Peter and Paul having 
come to Italy, there taught, and died as 
martyrs. Comp. Caius ap. Eus. /.¢., Iren. 
Haer. iii. 1; Tertull. Scorp. 15, praescr. 36; 
and even the xjpvyua Iérpov (Clem. Strom. 
vi. 5). These testimonies do not in the least 
suggest the idea of a second presence in 
Rome. 

’ Dressel follows the recension of Jacob- 
son (Oxon. 1838, and 2d ed. 1840), who col- 
lated Cod. A anew, and carefully rectified 
its text of the Epistle first issued by Patri- 
cius Junius (Oxon. 1638), followed substan- 
tially in that form by Cotelerius (Paris 1672), 
and then amended by Wotton (Cantabr. 


1718). The variations however of the dif- 


ferent revisions of the text, whichis only 
preserved, and that in a very faulty form, 
in Cod. A, do not essentially affect the pres- 
ent question. Even the form in which 
Laurent (neutest. Stud. p. 105 ff., and in the 
Stud. u. Krit. 1870, p. 135 ff.) gives the text 
of the passage in Clement on the basis of 
Tischendorf’s reproduction of Cod. A, is 
without influence on our question. This 
holds true also with respect to the latest 
critical editions of the Clementine Epistles 
by Hilgenfeld (WV. 7’. extra canonem, 1866, I.), 
by Lightfoot (S. Clement of Rome. The two 
Epistles, etc. 1869), and by Laurent (Clem. 
Rom. ad Cor. epistula, ete. 1870). 

4 So also Ewald, apost. Zeit. p. 620 ff. ed. 3, 
who supposes that, when Paul heard in 
Spain of the horrors of the Neronian perse- 
cutions, he hurried back to Rome to bear 
witness for Christianity ; that there he was 
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imprisonment must be assumed. See especially Credner, Gesch. d. Kanon, 
p. 51 ff. ; Huther, Pastoralbr. Hinl. p. 82 ff. ed. 3; Lightfoot /.c., who un- 
derstands by répya r. 6. Gades. In opposition to this view we need not seek 
after any different interpretation of 7d répua tr. dicewe ; whether it may be 
taken to signify the western limit appointed to Paul (Baur, Schenkel, Otto)— 
which certainly would be very meaningless—or the line of demarcation be- 
tween East and Wes! (Schrader, Hilgenfeld, apost. Vater, p. 109) ; or even 
the centre of the West (Matthies). But it is to be observed :—1st. That the 
language generally bears a highly rhetorical and hyperbolical character, and, 
were it only for this reason, it is very hazardous to interpret the ‘‘limit of 
the West” (7d tépua tie dboewc) with geographical accuracy. And is not 
even the immediately preceding dixaioc. diddEacg bAov Tov Kéopov a flourish of 
exaggeration? 2d. Clement does not speak of East and West from his 
own Roman standpoint, but, as was most naturally accordant with the 
connection and design of his statement, from the standpoint of Paul, into 
whose local relations he in thought transports himself. While the Apostle 
laboured in Asia, he was in the Hast: then he passed over to. Greece, and 
thus had become, from his Oriental point of view, a herald also in the West. 
But in the last crisis of his destiny he came even to the far West, as far as 
Rome : and for this idea how naturally, in the midst of the highly coloured 
language which he was using, did the expression émi 76 répya tripe dboews éA0Gv 
suggest itself! It could not have been misunderstood by the readers, because 
people at Corinth could not but know the place where Paul met hisdeath. 3d. 
"Ent tov jyovpévov denotes (in allusion to Matt. x. 18) the rulers generally, be- 
fore whom Paul gave testimony concerning Christ (uaprupfhoac), after he had 
reached this répua tic Sicewe. If the latter denotes Rome, then we may without 
hesitation, on historical grounds, conclude that the rulers are those Roman 
magistrates before whom Paul made his defence in Rome. But if Spain 
should be the ‘‘ goal of the West,” we should find ourselves carried by the 
paptuphoac éxt Tv yyouu. to some scene of judicial procedure in Spain ; and 
would it not in that case be necessary to assume a sojourn of the Apostle 
there, which that very trial would render specially memorable? But how 
opposed to such a view is the fact, that no historical trace, at all certain, is 
preserved of any church founded by Paul in Spain! For the testimonies to 
this effect adduced by Gams, Kirchengesch. v. Spanien, p. 26, Sepp, Gesch. 
der Ap. p. 314, ed. 2, and others, contain nothing but traditions, which 
have merely arisen from the hypothetical Spanish journey of Paul. And to 
say with Huther that the Apostle had travelled (¢204v) to Spain, but had not 
laboured there, is to have recourse to an explanation at variance with the in- 
trinsic character of Paul himself and with the context of Clement. Besides, 
according to Rom. xv. 23 f., Paul desired to transfer his ministry, that was 
accomplished in the East, to Spain. 4th. If émi rd répya t. dboewe éA0Gv was 
intended to transport the reader to Spain, then it would be most natural, 
since oi7we sums up the previous participial clauses, to transfer the arnArayn 


arrested, placed once more on trial, and the Book of Acts itself, at i. 8, points by 
condemned to death. According to Ewald way of anticipation to the Spanish journey. 
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tov kéopuov also to Spain ; for just as this ar722. r. x. is manifestly correlative 
to the dicaiocbyyr diddE. bdov 7. Kéopwov, SO elg T. aytov Térov étropev0n Corresponds 
with the érir. répya t. dboewe «.7.2. ; 80 that Paul, starting from the répua 
t. dbcews, which he has reached, and where he has borne his testimony 
before the rulers, enters on his journey to the holy place. It is only, there- 
fore, when we understand Italy as the western limit, that the language of 
Clement is in harmony with the historical circumstances of the case.’ See, 
moreover, Lipsius, de Clem. Rom. ep. ad Cor. I. p. 129, and Chronol. d. rim. Bis- 
chife, p. 163 ff. It cannot withal be overlooked that in the so-called Epist. 
Clem. ad Jacobum, c. 1, there is manifestly an echo of our passage, and yet 
Rome alone is designated as the final goal of the Apostle’s labours : 
evov ayalliy bAw TH Kéoum pyvicar Baordéa, wéxpio évraiOa TH ‘Pduy yevdpevoc, 


ee ey 
TOV Eoou- 


GeoBovdgry didackarig cfwv avOparove, avtd¢ Tov viv Biov Biaiwe Td Cyv peThAdAager. 
‘After this the conjecture of Wieseler (and Schaff, Hist. of Apost. Church, 
p-. 342), who, instead of éi 7d répua, as given by Junius, would read t7d 
7o tépwa, and explain it ‘‘before the supreme power of the West,” is un- 
necessary. It is decisive against this view that Jacobson, as well as 
Wotton, found éz? in the Cod. A, and that Tischendorf likewise has attested 
the existence of kai éxi as beyond doubt. But, besides, Wieseler’s expe- 
dient would not be admissible on grounds of linguistic usage, for répua in 
the sense assumed is only used with éyew ; see Eur. Suppl. 617, Or. 1348, 
Jacobs. ad Del. epigr p. 287. From the very corrupt text of the Canon 
Muratorii,’? nothing can be gathered bearing on our question, except that 


1 If we render paprupjcas martyrium pas- 
sus (Credner, Lange, and older writers), this 
result comes out the more clearly, since at 
all events Paul died in Rome ; along with 
which indeed Dollinger further finds in émi 
TOV yyoun. an evidence for the year 67 that 
has been the traditional date since Euse- 
bius, Chron. (conip. also Gams, Jahr d. 
Martyrertodes, etc.; and Sepp, /.c. p. 379), 
when Nero was absent and the Prefects 
ruled in Rome. See his Christenth u. 
Kirche, p. 101, ed. 2. Against that chrono- 
logical determination, see generally Bax- 
mann, dass Petr. u. Paul nicht am 29. Junius 
67. gemartert worden sind, 1867. 

2The passage in question runs, “ Acta 
autem omnium apostolorum sub uno libro 
sunt. Lucas optime Theophile comprindit 
(comprehendit), quia sub praesentia ejus 
singula gerebantur, sicuti et semote pas- 
sionem Petri evidenter declarat, sed profec- 
tionem Pauli ab urbe ad Spaniam proficis- 
centis.”” Wieseler conjectures that after 
proficiscentis the word omittit has been left 
out ; that semote means : at a separate place, 
viz.not in the Acts of the Apostles, but in 
the Gospel, xxii. 31-83. A very forced con- 
jecture, with which nevertheless Volkmar 
{in Credner’s Gesch. d. Kanon, p. 348) agrees, 
supposing that a non has dropped out after 


proficiscentis. Credner, l.c. p. 155 f., con- 
jectured semota (namely loca, which is sup- 
posed to refer to John xxi. 18 ff., and Rom. 
Xv. 24), and thene?¢ instead of sed. Otto, p. 
154, would read sic e¢ instead of sed ; mak- 
ing the meaning: ‘consequently (sic) he 
declares openly, that just as (uti et) in his 
absence the martyrdom of Peter took place, 
so likewise (sic et) the journey of Paul,” etc. 
But how much must we thus introduce into 
the semote/ Laurent alters into: ‘‘ semota 
passione. . . et profectione,” etc. Various 
suggestions are made by others ; see Ewald, 
Jahrb. VIII. p. 126, whose own procedure is 
the boldest. Hilgenfeld, Kanon u. Krit. da. 
N. 7., p. 42, thinks that the author has 
** guessed’? the martyrdom of Peter and the 
Spanish journey of Paul from the abrupt 
close of the Acts of the Apostles. Such a 
theory should have been precluded by the 
“evidenter declarat,’ for which indeed 
Ewald would read ‘‘ evidenter decerpit” or 
** decoliat.”” If we must resort to conjecture 
(and it is necessary), it seems the simplest 
course, instead of et semote, to insert id 
semotam, and then instead of sed, e¢. This 
would yield the sense: as this circumstance 
(id), viz. the writing down only what took 
place in his presence, evidently explains the 
exclusion (semotam) of the passion of Peter ana 
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the author was already acquainted with the tradition of the journey to 
Spain afterwards reported by Eusebius; not, that he wished to refute 
it (Wieseler, p. 536). On the other hand, Origen (in Euseb. iii. 1: 
ti det wept Ilabdov Aéyerv ard ‘Iepovoadnu péxps tov *IAAvpixod merAnpwxdtoc Td 
evayyéhiov tov Xpiotoid Kat borepov év tH ‘Pbun éxi Népwvoc pewaptupnKétoc) 
tacitly excludes the Spanish journey. The tradition regarding it arose very 
naturally out of Rom.’ xv. 24 (Jerome: ‘‘ad Italiam quoque et, wt ipse 
scriit, ad Hispanias—portatus est’’), and served as a needed historical basis 
for the explanation of 2 Tim., acquiring the more general currency both on 
this account and because it tended to the glorification of the Apostle. It 
is further worthy of attention that the pseudo-Abdias, in his Historia Aypos- 
tolica, ii. 7, 8 (in Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. p. 452 ff.), represents the execution as 
the issue of the captivity reported in the Acts. Had this author been a be- 
liever ina liberation, as well as in a renewed missionary activity and 
second imprisonment, he would have been the last to refrain from bringing 
forward wonderful reports regarding them. Substantially the same may be 
said of the Acta Petri et Pauli in Tischendorf, Act. ap. apoer. p. 1 ff. 


Nole.—If we regard the Epistles to Timothy and Titus—which, moreover, stand 
or fall together—as genuine, we must take, as Eusebius in particular has done 
with reference to 2 Tim., the tradition of the Apostle’s liberation from Rome 
and of a second captivity there as an historical postulate,! in order to gain the 
room which cannot otherwise be found for the historical references of those 
Epistles, and the latest possible time for their other contents. But the more 
defective the proof of the second imprisonment is, the more warranted remain 
the doubts as to the genuineness of these Epistles, which arise out of their own 
contents ; while in virtue of these doubts the Epistles, in their turn, cannot 
themselves be suitably adduced in proof of that captivity. Besides, it cannot 
be left out of view that in all the unquestionably genuine Epistles which Paul 
wrote during his imprisonment, every trace of the previously (Rom. xv. 24) 
cherished plan of a journey to Spain has vanished ; and that in the Epistle to 
the Philippians, which was certainly not written till he was in Rome (i. 25 f., 
ii. 24), he contemplates as his further goal in the event of his liberation, not 
the far West, but Macedonia, or in other words a return to the East. From 
Acts xxiii. 11, however, no evidence can be adduced against the Spanish 
journey (as Otto contends), because in this passage there is no express mention 
of a last goal, excluding all further advance. 


Of the journey of Paul from Rome to Spain. 
On both of these occasions the author 
accordingly thinks that Luke was not pres- 
ent, and thereby the fact that he has 
omitted them in his book is explained. 
_ 1 This isthe ground assumed by the latest 
expositors of the Pastoral Epistles, who 
maintain their genuineness, Wiesinger and 
Huther; whilst Rudow, again, in the al- 
ready mentioned Dissert. 1852, only rejects 
_ the First Ep. to Timothy (comp. Bleek), and 


~ 


calling in question a second captivity, as- 
cribes the Second Ep. to Timothy to the 
first imprisonment, and the Ep. to Titus to 
the sojourn at Ephesus. So also Otto, with 
respect to the two last-named Epistles ; 


but he regards the First Ep. to Timothy as 


aletter of instruction for Timothy in view 
of his mission to Corinth, consequently as 
nearly contemporaneous with the Ep. to 
Titus. See, in opposition to Otto, Huther 
on the Pastoral Epistles, Introd. ed. 3. 
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§ 2. Tae Curistran CourcH AT Roms. 


That the Christian Church in Rome had been in existence for a consider- 
able time when Paul wrote to it, is clear from i. 8-13 and xiii. 11, 15 ; and 
that it was already a church formally constituted, may be gathered from 
the general analogy of other churches that had already been long in exist- 
ence, from xii. 5 ff, and less certainly from xvi. 5. Especially may the 
existence of a body of presbyters, which was essential to church organiza- 
tion (Acts xiv. 23), be regarded as a matter of course. In the Acts of the 
Apostles the existence of the Church is presupposed (xxviii. 15) as something 
well known ; and the author, who follows the thread of his Aposile’s biog- 
raphy, had no occasion to narrate its origin or development. 

The origin of the Roman Church cannot therefore be determined with 
certainty. It is not incredible that even during the lifetime of Jesus faith 
in Him had taken root, in individual cases, among the Roman Jews (comp. 
Clem. Recogn. i. 6). For among the pilgrims who flocked to the festivals at 
Jerusalem from all countries Romans also were wont to be present (Acts il. 
10), and that too in considerable numbers, because the multitude of Jews in 
Rome had since the time of Pompey become extraordinarily great (see Philo, 
leg. ad. Caj. I. p. 568; Dio Cass. xxxvi. 6 ; Joseph. Antt. xvii. 11, 1), in- 
cluding Jews directly from Palestine (prisoners of war, see Philo, /.c.), of 
whom a large portion had attained to freedom, the rights of citizenship, and 
even wealth. Is it unlikely that individual festal pilgrims from Rome, im- 
pressed by the words and works of Jesus in Jerusalem, carried back with them 
to their homes the first seeds of the faith ? To this view it cannot be objected 
(as by Reiche), that Christianity did not spread beyond the bounds of 
Palestine until after the miracle of Pentecost ; for there is mention, in fact, 
in Matt. x. of the official missionary activity of the Apostles, and in Acts 
viii. 1 ff. of that of emigrants from Jerusalem. If the former and the latter 
did not labour in foreign lands until a subsequent period, this by no means 
excludes the possibility of the conversion of individual foreigners, partly 
Jews, partly proselytes, who became believers in Jerusalem. It is further prob- 
able that there were some Romans among the three thousand who came over 
to the Christian faith at the first Pentecost (Acts ii. 10) ; at least it would 
be very arbitrary to exclude these, who are expressly mentioned among the 
witnesses of what occurred at Pentecost, from participation in its results. 
Lastly, it is probable that the persecution which broke out with the stoning 
of Stephen drove some Palestinian Christians to take refuge even in the 
distant capital of the world, distinguished by its religious toleration, and in 
fact inclined to Oriental modes of worship (Athenaeus, Deipnos. I. p. 20 B., 
calls it émctouiv rhe otxovmévyc, and says: Kal yap bAa ra evn aOpbug avrdoe 


1 See Th. Schott, d. Rémerdriefs. Endzweck u. Krit. 1867, p. 627 ff.; comp. also Grau, 2. 
u. Gedankengang nach, Erl. 1858; Mangold, Binfihr. in a. Schriftth. N. T., Stuttg. 1868, 
d. Rémerbr. u. a. Anfinge d. rim. Gem.  andhis Entwickelungsgesch. a. neut. Schriftth. 
Marb. 1866; Wieseler in Herzog’s Encykl. II. 1871, p. 102 ff. ; Sabatier, ?apétre Paul, 
XX. p. 588 ff. (1866) ; Beyschlag in the Stud. 1870. 
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ovygxiora). For that this dispersion of the Christians of Jerusalem was not 
confined to Samaria and Judaea (an objection here urged by Reiche and 
Kéllner), is proved by Acts xi..19, where emigrants are mentioned who had 
gone as far as Phoenicia and Cyprus. And how easily might some find 
their way even to Rome, seeing that the brisk maritime intercourse between 
these places and Italy afforded them opportunity, and seeing that they 
might expect to find admittance and repose among their countrymen in 
Rome, who were strangers to the fanatical zeal of Palestine. But although, 
in consequence of the constant intercourse maintained by the Jews at Rome 
with Asia, Egypt, and Greece, and especially with Palestine (Gieseler, 
Kirchengesch. I. § 17), various Christians may have visited Rome, and vari- 
ous Jews from Rome may have become Christians, all the influences hitherto 
mentioned could not establish a Christian congregational life in Rome. In- 
dividual Christians were there, and certainly also Christian fellowship, but 
still no organized church. To plant such a church, there was needed, as is 
plain from the analogy of all other cases of the founding of churches with 
which we are acquainted, official action on the part of teachers endowed 
directly or indirectly with apostolic authority. 

Who the founder of the Roman congregational life was, however, is utterly 
unknown. The Catholic Church name’ the Apostle Peter ; concerning 
whom, along with the gradual development of the hierarchy, there has been 
_ @ gradual development of tradition, that he came to Rome in the second 
year, or at any rate about the beginning of the reign of the Emperor 
Claudius (according to Gams, a.p. 41), to overcome Simon Magus, and re- 
mained there twenty-five years (Gams : twenty-four years and an indefinite 
number of days), till his death, as its first bishop. See Eusebius, Chron. (in 
Mai’s Seript. vet. nov. coll. VIII. p. 876, 378) ; and Jerome, de vir. ill. 1.7 
But that Peter in the year 44, and at the date of the apostolic conference in 
the year 52, was still resident in Jerusalem, is evident from Acts xii. 4, xv. 
7, and Gal. ii. 1 ff. From Acts xii. 7 a journey to Rome cannot be in- 
ferred.* Further, that still later, when Paul was living at Ephesus, Peter 
had not been labouring in Rome, is evident from Acts xix. 21, because Paul 
followed the principle of not interfering with another Apostle’s field of 
labour (Rom. xv. 20; comp. 2 Cor. x. 16) ; and, had Peter been in Rome 


1 See generally, Lipsius, d. Quellen d. Rém. 
Petrussage, Kiel, 1872. As to the way in 
which that tradition, the germs of which 
are found in Dionysius of Corinth (Euseb. 
H. E. ii. 25), gradually developed itself into 
the complete and definite form given above, 
see Wieseler, chronol. Synops. p. 571; regard- 
Ing the motley legends connected with it, 
see Sepp, Gesch. d. Ap. p. 841, ed. 2; con- 
cerning the unhistorical matter to be elim- 
inated from the report of Jerome, see 
Huther on 1 Peter, Introd.; comp. Credner, 
Finl. Il. p. 382. The alleged presence of 
Simon in Rome is probably the mere prod- 
uct of a misconception, by which Justin, 
Apol, i. 26 (comp. Irenaeus, Haer. i. 23), 


explained an old inscription as referring to 
Simon Magus. Comp. also Uhlhorn, d. 
Homil. u. Recogn. d. Clem. p. 378 f.; Moller in 
Herzog’s Encykl. XIV. p. 392 ff.; Bleek, p.563 f. 

2 Even if Peter had actually, in the course 
of his foreign travels (1 Cor. ix. 5), visited 
Rome once in the time of Claudius (comp. 
on Acts xii. 17), which Ewald (apost. Zeit. 
p. 606 f. ed. 3.) concedes to ecclesiastical 
tradition, not calling in question even a 
meeting with Simon Magus there, yet we 
cannot regard this as involving the founda- 
tion of the Roman church and the episcopal 
position. Otherwise Paul would have in- 
truded on another labourer’s field. See the 
sequel. 
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when Paul wrote to the Romans, he would have been saluted by the latter 
before all others ; for the numerous salutations in ch. xvi. presuppose an 
accurate acquaintance with the teachers who were then in Rome. Peter 
cannot have been labouring in Rome at all before Paul himself was brought 
thither, because the former, as Apostle to the Jews, would have brought 
Christianity into closer contact with the Jewish population there than is 
apparent in Acts xxviii. 22. It is even in the highest degree improbable 
that Peter-was in Rome prior to the writing of the Epistle to the Philip- 
pians—the only one which was certainly written by Paul in Rome—or at the 
time of its being written ; for it is inconceivable that Paul should not in 
this letter have mentioned a fellow-Apostle, and that one Peter, especially 
when he had to complain so deeply of being forsaken as at Phil. ii. 20. 
Consequently the arrival of Peter in Rome, which was followed very soon 
by his execution—and which is accredited by such ancient and strong tes- 
timony (Dionysius of Corinth, in Euscb. ii. 25; Caius, in Euseb. ii. 25 ; 
Origen, in Euseb. iii. 1; Irenacus ; Tertullian, etc.) that it cannot be in 
itself rejected—is to be placed only towards the end of Paul’s captivity, sub- 
sequent to the composition of the Epistle to the Philippians. If, therefore, 
the tradition of the Roman Church having been founded by Peter—a view 
disputed even by Catholic theologians like Hug, Herbst, Feilmoser, Klee, 
Ellendorf, Maier, and Stengel, who however are vehemently opposed by 
Windisclimann, Stenglein, Reithmayr, and many others’—must be en- 
tirely disbapacded (although it is still defended among Protestants by Ber- 
tholdt, Mynster, and Thiersch), it is on the other hand highly probable, that 
a Christian church was founded at Rome only subsequent to Paul’s trans- 
ference of his missionary labours to Europe ; since there is no sort of indi- 
cation, that on his first appearance in Macedonia and Achaia he anywhere 
found a congregation already existing. He himself in fact stood in need of 
a special direction from Christ to pass over to Europe (Acts xvi. 9 f.) ; and 
so another official herald of the faith can hardly before that time have pen- 
etrated as far as Italy. But, when Paul was labouring successfully in 
Greece, it was very natural that apostolic men of his school should find 
motive and occasion for carrying their evangelic ministry still further west- 


1 Dillinger, Christenth. u. Kirche, p. 95 ff. the first Roman bishop; and in fact in the 
ed. 2, still seeks to support it on the usual Constit. ap. vii. 46, 1, it is said that he was 
grounds, and in doing so starts from the appointed by Paul; while Peter only nom- 
purely fanciful @ priori premiss, that the inated the second bishop (Clemens) after the 
Roman Church must have been founded by death of Linus. According to this state- 
an Apostle, with the equally arbitrary con- ment Peter had nothing to do with the 
clusion: ‘‘and that Apostle can only have founding of the Roman episcopate, and 
been Peter.” He gives to the twenty-five neither Paul nor Peter was bishop in Rome. 
years’ duration of the Petrine episcopatus a On the whole it is to be maintained that no 
curious round-about interpretation, accord- Apostle at all was bishop of a church. The 
ing to which the episcopate is made to apostolate and the presbyterate were two 
mean merely ecclesiastical dignity in gen- specifically distinct offices in the service of 
eral ; see p. 317. The passage of Dionysius the Church. In Rome especially the succes- 
of Corinth in Euseb. ii. 25 is misinterpreted sion of bishops can only be historically 
by him.—It ill accords with the Romanepis- proved from Xystus onward (00. 125); see 
copate of Peter that in Euseb. iii. 2, and Lipsius, 7. ¢. 

Irenaeus, iii. 3, Linus is expressly named as 
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ward,—to the capital of the Gentile world. The expulsion of the Jews 
from Rome under Claudius (Sueton. Claud. 25 ; Acts xviii. 2) served, under 
Divine guidance, as a special means for this end. Refugees to the neigh- 
bouring Greece became Christians, Christians of the Pauline type, and then, 
on their return to Rome, came forward as preachers of Christianity and 
organizers of a church. We have historical confirmation of this in the 
instance of Aquila and Priscilla, who emigrated as Jews to Corinth, dwelt 
there with Paul for upwards of a year and a half, and at the date of our 
Epistle had again settled in Rome, where they appear, as previously in 
Ephesus (1 Cor. xvi. 19), according to Rom. xvi. 3 as teachers and the pos- 
sessors of a house where the Roman church assembled.’ It is probable that 
others also, especially among the persons mentioned in ch. xvi., were in 
similar ways led by God ; but it is certain that a chief place among the 
founders of the church belongs to Aquila and Priscilla ; since among the 
many who are greeted by Paul in the 16th chap. he presents to them the 
Jirst salutation, and that with a more laudatory cosoatlon than is accorded 
to any of the others. 

Christianity, having taken root in the fist instance among the Jews, found 
the more readily an entrance among the Gentiles in Rome, because the pop- 
ular heathen religion had already fallen into a contempt inducing despair 
both among the cultivated and uncultivated classes (see Gieseler I. i. § 11- 
14 ; Schneckenburger, newtest. Zeitgesch. p. 59 f.; Holtzmann, Judenthum u. 
Christenthum, p. 305 ff.). Hence the inclination to Monotheism was very 
general ; and the number of those who had gone over to Judaism was very 
great (Juvenal, Sat. xiv. 96 ff. ; Tac. Ann. xv. 44, Hist. v. 5 ; Seneca, in 
Augustine, de civ. Dei, vii. 11; Joseph. Antt. xviii. 8, 5). How much at- 
tention and approval, therefore, must the liberal system of religion, elevated 
above all the fetters of a deterrent legal rigour, as preached by Aquila and 
other Pauline teachers, have met with among the Romans dissatisfied with 
heathenism ! From the description of most of the persons named in ch. xvi., 
from the express approval given to the doctrine in which the Romans had been 
instructed, xvi. 17, vi. 17, and even from the fact of the composition of the 
letter itself, inasmuch as not one of the now extant letters of the Apostle is 
directed to a non-Pauline church, we may with certainty infer that Pauline 
Christianity was preponderant in Rome ; and from this it is a further neces- 
sary inference that a very important part of the Roman church consisted of 
Gentile- Christians. This Gentile-Christian part must have been the prepon- 
derating one, and must have formed its chief constituent element (in opposi- 
tion to Baur, Schwegler, Krehl, Baumgarten-Crusius, van Hengel, Volkmar, 
Reuss, Lutterbeck, Thiersch, Holtzmann, Mangold, Grau, and Sabatier), 


1 That this married pair came to Corinth, 
not as Christians, but as still Jews, and were 


can neither be proved nor yet controverted 
from the well-known passage in Sueton. 


there converted to Christianity through 
Paul, see on Acts xviii. 1,2. Comp. Reiche, 
I. p. 44 f.; Wieseler, J.c. p. 586.—Moreover, 
that the Christians (Jewish-Christians) res- 
ident in Rome were driven into exile along 
with other Jews by the edict of Claudius, 


f 


Claud. 25 (see on Acts xviii. 1); for at that 
time the Christian body, which at all events 
was very small and isolated, was not yet 
independent, but still united with the Jew: 
ish population. 
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since Paul expressly and repeatedly designates and addresses the Romans in 
general as belonging to the évy (i. 6, 13, xi. 18) ; and asserts before them 
the importance of his calling as Apostle to the Gentiles (xv. 15 f., 1. 5 ; comp. 
xvi. 4, 26). Comp. Neander, Gesch. d. Pflanzung, etc., ed. 4, p. 452 ff., 
Tholuck, Philippi, Wieseler, Hofmann. Indeed, we must presume, in ac- 
eordance with the apostolic agreement of Gal. ii. 7 ff., that Paul would not 
have -written a doctrinal Epistle to the Romans, especially one containing 
his entire gospel, if the church had been, in the main, a church of the repu- 
roup and not of the axpofvoria.t Even ch. vii. 1, where the readers are de- 
scribed as y:vdoxovtec véuov, as well as the numerous references to the Old 
Testament, and proofs adduced from it, are far from attesting the predomi- 
nance of Jewish Christianity in Rome.” They are fully explained, when we 
recollect that in the apostolic age all Christian knowledge was conveyed 
through the channel of the Old Testament (xvi. 26) ; that an acquaintance 
with the law and the prophets, which was constantly on the increase by their 
being publicly read in the assemblies (comp. on Gal. iv. 21), was also to be 
found among the Gentile-Christians ; and that the mingling of Jews and 
Gentiles in the churches, even without a Judaizing influence being exerted 
on the latter (as in the case of the Galatians), could not but tend to further 
the use of that Old Testament path which Christian preaching and knowl- 
edge had necessarily to pursue. The grounds upon which Baur (in the 
Tubing. Zeitschr. 1836, 3, p. 144 ff., 1857, p. 60 ff., and in his Paulus, I. p. 
348 ff. ed. 2; also in his Christenth. d. drei erst. Jahrb. p. 62 ff. ed. 2 ; see 
also Volkmar, d. Rim. Kirche, p. 1 ff.; Holsten, 2. Hv. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 
411) seeks to establish the preponderance of Jewish Christianity will be dealt 
with in connection with the passages concerned ; as will also the defence of 
that preponderance which Mangold has given, while correcting in many re- 
spects the positions of Baur. The middle course attempted by Beyschlag, 
lc. p. 640—that the main element of the church consisted of native Roman 
proselytes to Judaism, so that we should regard the church as Gentile- Chris- 
tian in its lineage, but as Jewish- Christian in its habits of thought—is unsupport- 
ed by any relevant evidence in the Epistle itself, or by any indication in par- 
ticular of a previous state of proselytism. 

But even if there was merely a considerable portion of the Christian church 
at Rome consisting of those who had been previously Jews (as, in particular, 
xiv. 1 ff. refers to such), it must still appear strange, and might even cast a 
doubt upon the existence of a regularly organized church (Bleek, Beitr. p. 
55, and Hinl. p. 412 ; comp. Calovius and others), that when Paul arrives 


1 By this Epistle he would have gone be- 
yond the line laid down by him for his own 
field of labour (comp. 2 Cor. x. 13 ff.), and 
would have interfered in the sphere not 
assigned to him—the Apostleship to the Jews. 

2 Even in the Epistle of Clement, written 
in the name of the Roman Church, with its 


numerous O. T. references, the Gentile-. 


Christian and Pauline element of thought 
predominates, although there is a manip- 


ulation of Pauline views and ideas in ac- 
cordance with the “Christian legalism” 
(Ritschl, altkath. K. p. 274 ff.) of a later 
period. Comp. Lipsius, de Clem. Rom. Ep. 
ad Cor. pr. 1855; and Mangold, p. 167 ff. I 
cannot agree with Wieseler and others that 
this Epistle was written before the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem, but with Ritschl and 
others assign it to the time of Domitian ; 
comp. Cotelerius. 
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as a prisoner in Rome, and wishes te acquaint himself with the Jewish com: 
munity there, the leaders of the latter make no mention of a Christian con- 
gregation at Rome, but evince merely a superficial cognizance of the Christian 
sect in general (Acts xxviii. 22). But the Jewish leaders are here speaking 
as officials, and, as such, are not inclined without special immediate occasion 
to express their views before the captive stranger as to the position of the 
Christian body which existed in Rome itself. A designation of the Christian 
sect generally in accordance with its notorious outward reputation—such as 
might bring it into suspicion—is enough for them ; but as to the precise 
relation in which this sect stands to them in Rome itself they do not feel them- 
selves called upon to say anything for the present, and, with discreet reserve, 
are therefore wholly silent respecting it. This narrative therefore of Acts is 
neither to be regarded as a fiction due to the tendency of the author (Baur, 
Zeller, Holtzmann), nor to be explained, arbitrarily and inadequately, by 
the expulsion of the Jews under Claudius (Olshausen), which had induced 
the Roman Jewish-Christians to separate themselves entirely from the Jews, 
so that on the return of the latter from exile the former remained unnoticed 
by them. Neither is it to be accounted for, with Neander—overlooking the 
peculiar character of Jewish religious interests—by the vast size of the me- 
tropolis ; nor, with Baumgarten, by the predominance of the Gentile-Chris- 
tians there ; nor yet, with older writers, by the hypothesis—unjust and inca- 
pable of proof—that the Roman Jews acted a dishonest and hypocritical part 
on the occasion. Not dishonesty, but prudence and caution are evinced in 
their conduct (comp. Schneckenburger, Philippi, Tholuck, Mangold), for 
the explanation of which we do not require, in addition to what they them- 
selves express in ver. 22, to assume any special outward reason, such as that 
they had been rendered by the Claudian measure more shy and reserved (Phi- 
lippi ; comp. Ewald, apost. Zeit. p. 588, ed. 3) ; especially seeing that there 
is no just ground for referring the words of Suetonius, ‘‘ Judaeos impulsore 
Chresto assidue tumultuantes Roma expulit” (Claud. 25), to disputes between 
Jews and Christians relative to the Messiahship of Jesus, contrary to the 
definite expression ‘‘ tumultuare.” ? . 

We may add that our Epistle—since Peter cannot have laboured in Romc 
before it was written—is.a fact destructive of the historical basis of the Papacy, 


1The Chrestus of Suetonius was a Jewish 
agitator in Rome, who was actually so 
called. See on Acts xviii. 2, and Wieseler, 
p. 585. Every other interpretation is fanci- 
ful, including even the one given above, 
which is adopted by the majority of mod- 
ern writers, among others by Baur, Holtz- 
mann, Keim, Grau, and Mangold. Thiersch 
is peculiar in adding to it the groundless 
assertion that “the disturbances arose 
through the testimony of Peter to the Mes- 
siah in Rome, but that Peter had again 
left Rome even before the expulsion of the 
Jews by Claudius.’? Groundless is also the 
opinion of Philippi, that, if Chrestus is to be 
taken as an agitator, he must have been a 


pseudo-Messiah. The pseudo-Messiahs ap- 
peared much later. But after the analo- 
gies of Judas and Theudas, other insur- 
gents are conceivable enough—enthusiasts 
for political freedom and zealots. Bey- 
schlag, p. 652 ff., likewise taking Chrestus 
as equivalent to Christus, infers too rashly, 
from the passage in Suetonius, that the 
Roman Church was chiefly composed of 
proselytes, who, when the native -born 
Jews were expelled, remained behind, 
Miarcker (Lehre von der Erlés. nach d. 
Réimerbr. Meining, 1870, p. 8) rightly rejects 


_ the interchange of the names Chrestus and 


Christus. 
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in so far as the latter is made to rest on the founding of the Roman church 
and the exercise of its episcopate by that Apostle. For Paul the writing of 
such a didactic Epistle to a church of which he knew Peter to be the founder 
and bishop, would have been, according to the principle of his apostolic in- 
dependence, an impossible inconsistency. 


§ 3. Occasion, OBJECT AND CONTENTS OF THE EPISTLE.! 


Long before writing this epistle (ard rodAév érév, xv. 23) the Apostle had 
cherished the fixed and longing desire (Acts xix. 21) to preach the Gospel 
in person at Rome (i. 11 ff.)—in that metropolis of the world, where the 
flourishing of Christianity would necessarily exert an influence of the utmost 
importance on the entire West ; and where, moreover, the special relation 
in which the church stood to the Apostle through its Pauline founders and 
teachers, and through the many friends and fellow-labourers whom he pos- 
sessed in the city (ch. xvi.), claimed his ardent and loving interest. His 
official labours in other regions had hitherto prevented the carrying out of 
this design (i. 18, xv. 22). Now indeed he hoped that he should soon 
accomplish its realization ; but, partly because he wished first to undertake 
his collection-journey to Jerusalem (xv. 23-25), and partly because Spain, 
and not Rome (xv. 24-28), was to be the goal of his travels to the West, a 
lengthened sojourn in Rome cannot have formed part of his plan at that 
time. Accordingly, in pursuance of his apostolic purpose with reference to 
the Roman church, he could not but wish, on’the one hand, no longer to 
withhold from it at least such a written communication of his doctrine, which 
he had so long vainly desired to proclaim orally, as should be suitable to 
the church’s present need ; and on the other hand, by this written com- 
munication to pave the way for his intended personal labours in such fitting 
manner as to render a prolonged stay there unnecessary. This twofold de- 
sire occasioned the composition of our Epistle, for the transmission of which 
_ the journey of the Corinthian deaconess Phoebe to Rome (xvi. 1) afforded 
an opportunity which he gladly embraced. He could not fail to possess a 
sufficient acquaintance with the circumstances of the church, when we con- 
sider his position towards the teachers saluted in ch. xvi., and the eminent 
importance of the church itself—of whose state, looking to the active inter- 
course between Corinth and Rome, he was certainly thoroughly informed— 
as well as the indications afforded by ch. xii. xiv. xv. That the Epistle was 
called forth by special communications’ made from Rome itself (possibly by 
Aquila and Priscilla) is nowhere apparent from its contents ; on the con- 
trary, such a view is, from the general nature of the contents, highly im- 
probable. Of all the Apostle’s letters, our present Epistle is that which has 
least arisen out of-the necessity of dealing with special casual circumstances. 
According to Baur, the readers, as Jewish Christians (imbued also with 
erroneous Ebionite views), gave rise to the letter by their opposition to Paul, 
in so far, namely, as they saw in Paul’s apostolic labours among the Gentiles 


1 See, besides the works quoted in § 2, Riggenbach in the Luther. Zeitschr. 1868, p. 38 ff. 
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a detriment to the Jews, contrary to the promises given to them by God, 
and therefore asserted the national privileges of their theocratic primacy in 
an exclusive spirit as opposed to the universalism of the Pauline teaching. 
Comp. also Schwegler, nachapost. Zeit. I. p. 285 ff. ; Volkmar, /.c. p. 7 iis 
and also Reuss, Gesch. d. NV. T. § 105 ff. ed. 4. In thite view the Epistle is 
- made to assume a specifically polemic character, which it manifestly has not 
(how very different in this respect the Ep. to the Galatians and those to the 
Corinthians !) ; it is assumed that the Church was a Jewish-Christian one ; 
and an importance, too great in ae to the whole, and indefensible 
from an exegetical point of view,’ is attached to the section, chs. ix.—xi. 
(even in Baur’s second edition, which contains on this point a partial retrac- 
tation), while, on the other hand, the two last chapters have to be sacrificed 
to critical doubts that have no foundation. In no other Pauline Epistle is 
the directly polemical element so much in the background ; and where it 
does find expression, it is only for the moment (as in xvi. 17—-20),—a sure 
proof that it was least of all the concrete appearance and working of Anti- 
paulinism which the Apostle had occasion in this Epistle to oppose. 
Against that enemy he would have waged a very different warfare, as is 
shown in particular in the case of the Epistle to the Galatians, so nearly 
allied in its contents. Nor is that enemy to be discovered in the weak in 
faith of xiv. 1 ff. Ofcourse, however, Paul could not present his Gospel other- 
wise than in antagonism to the Jewish righteousness of works and arrogance, 
which it had already overcome and would continue to do so ; for this an- 
tagonism belonged to the essence of his Gospel and had to assert itself, 
wherever there was Judaism—only in various forms and degrees according 
to the given circumstances—and therefore at Rome as well. The view of 
Thiersch (Kirche im apostol. Zeitalt. p. 166), that Paul desired to elevate the 
Jewish Christian church, which had consisted of the simple followers of 
Peter, from their still somewhat backward standpoint to more enlarged 
views, rests on the erroneous opinion that Peter had laboured in Rome. 

The object of our Epistle, accordingly, was by no means the drawing up of 
a systematic doctrinal system in general (see, aginst this view, Késtlin 
in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1856, p. 68 ff. ; Grau, Hntwickelungsgesch. 
II. p. 114); but it is not on the other hand to be restricted more 
specially than by saying: Paul wished to lay before the Romans in 
writing, for their Christian edification (i. 11, xvi. 25), his evangelic doc- 
trine—the doctrine of the sole way of salvation given in Christ—viewed 
in its full, specific character as the superseding of Judaism, in such @ way 
as the necessities and circumstances of the church demanded, and as he would 
have preached it among them, had he been present in person (i. 11). The mode 
in which he had to accomplish this was determined by the circumstance, 
that he deemed it necessary for his object fully to set forth before the 


1 Baur previously, after his dissertation | Huther’s Zweck u. Inhalt d. 11 ersten Kap. a. 
in the Tb. Zeitschr. 1836, 83, found even the Rémerbr. 1846, p. 24f. Baur, in his Chris- 
principal theme of the whole Epistle in chs. tenth. ad. drei ersten Jahrh. p. 62 ff. ed. 2, has 
ix.-xi., for which chs. i-viii. only serve modified his view on this point. . 
as introduction. See against this view | 
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Roman church, in a manner proportioned to the high importance of its 
position, this Gospel as to which his disciples had already instructed them, 
in the entire connection of its constituent fundamental principles.’ In no other 
letter has he done this so completely and thoroughly ;? hence it is justly . 
regarded as a grand scheme of his whole teaching,* in the precise form 
which he held to be suitable for its presentation to the Romans. How much 
he must have had this at heart ! How much he must have wished to erect 
such a complete and abiding memorial of his Gospel in the very capital of 
the Gentile world, which was to become the Antioch of the West ! Not 
merely the present association of Jews and Gentiles in the church, but, gen- 
erally, the essential relation in which according to the very Pauline teach- 
ing, Christianity stood to Judaism, required him to subject this relation in 
particular, viewed in its strong antagonism to all legal righteousness, to an 
earnest and thorough discussion. This was a necessary part of his design ; 
and consequently its execution, though on the whole based on a thoroughly 
didactic plan, nevertheless assumed, in the presence of the given points of an- 
tagonism, partly an apologetic, partly a polemic form, as the subject required ; 
without however any precise necessity to contend against particular doctri- 
nal misconceptions among the Romans, against divisions and erroneous views, 
such as had appeared, for example, among the Galatians and Corinthians : 
or against-a Judaistic leaven brought with them by the Jews and Jewish- 
Christians who had returned to Rome (comp. Grau). The actual dangers 
“for the moment in the Church were more of a moral than a dogmatic char- 
acter—a remark which applies also to the opposition between the Gentile 
Christians strong in faith, and the scrupulous Jewish Christians—and have 
merely given occasion to some more special notices (xiii. 1 ff. + Xie. they, 
and hints (xvi. 1 ff.) in the hortatory portion of the Epistle. The Judaistic 
opponents of Pauline Christianity had not yet penetrated as far as Rome, and 
were not to arrive there till later (Ep. to the Philippians). It was therefore 
an untenable position when even before the time of Baur, who assumed the 
object of the Epistle to be the systematic and radical refutation of Jewish 
exclusiveness, its aim was very frequently viewed as that of a polemic against 
Jewish arrogance, which had been specially aroused on account of the calling 
of the Gentiles (Augustine, Theodoret, Melanchthon, Michaelis, Eichhorn, 
Schmidt, Flatt, Schott, and others). The same may be said of the hypoth- 
esis that Paul wished, in a conciliatory sense, to obviate minunderstandings 
between Jewish and Gentile Christians (Hug). There is no evidence in 


Paul had become a Roman (Grau, l.c. p. 
113), but from the very nature of the Pau- 


1 Against which Hofmann unjustifiably 
urges amo mépovs and as éravauiurioxwv 


tuds in xv. 15. See on that passage. 

2 So completely, that we can well enough 
understand how this Ep. could become the 
basis of Melanchthon’s loci communes. 

* Comp. Hausrath, newt. Zeitgesch. Il. p. 
514 ff. Observe, at the same time, that 
though the Epistle deals very much with 
legal notions, this does not arise from its 
being destined for the Romans to whom 


line Gospel in general, and is therefore 
found ¢.g. also in the Epistle to the Gala- 
tians. 

4 Comp. van Hengel, who assumes that 
Paul desired to instruct the Romans how to 
refute the subtleties of the Jews with reference 
to the calling of the Gentiles, and to free 
them from errors and doubts thence aris- 
ing. 
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the Epistle of actual circumstances to justify any such special definitions of 
its object ; and even from xvi. 20 it cannot be assumed that Judaistic 
temptation had already begun (as Grau thinks). The comprehensiveness of 
the object of our Epistle—from which, however, neither the combating of 
Judaism, which arose naturally and necessarily out of the nature of the 
Pauline Gospel, nor (seeing that the futwre coming forward of his opponents 
could not be concealed from the Apostle) the prophylactic design of it, may 
be excluded—has been justly defended by Tholuck, Riickert, de Wette, 
Reiche, Kéllner, Fritzsche, Philippi, Wieseler, Hausrath and others. Comp. 
Ewald, p. 317 f. Along with it, however, Th. Schott (comp. also Mangold, 
Riggenbach, Sabatier) has assumed a special personally apologetic purpose on 
the part of the Apostle ;* namely that, being now on the point of proceed- 
ing with his Gentile mission-work in the far West, Paul wished to gain for 
his new labours a fixed point of support in the Roman church,’ and on this 
account wished to instruct the Romans as to the significance and justifica- 
tion of the step, and to inspire them with full confidence regarding it, for 
which reason he exhibits to them in detail the nature and principles of 
his work. Against this view it may be urged, in general, that Paul no- 
where gives expression to this special purpose, though the announcement of 
it would have been of decided importance, both for his own official interests 
and for the information of the Roman church (they could not read it 
between the lines either in the preface, vv. 1-15, or in the conclusion, xv. 
14-44) ; and in particular, that the Apostle’s intention of visiting the 
Romans only in passing through, without making a lengthened sojourn, is in- 
compatible with the assumed purpose which he is alleged to have formed 
regarding the church. Moreover, a justification on so great a scale of the 
Gentile mission would presuppose not a (entile-Christian, but a Jewish- 
Christian, church and its requirements. Hence Mangold, holding the same 
view that the Epistle contains a justification of the Gentile apostleship, has 
the advantage of consistency in his favour ; his theory is nevertheless based 
on the unsatisfactory ground adopted by Baur, namely, that the Church was 
Jewish-Christian. See, further, Beyschlag, /.c. p, 636 ff., and especially 
Dietzsch, Adam. u. Christus, p. 14 ff. 


1 Hofmann also makes the object of the 
Apostle personal. Paul assumes it to be 
a matter of surprise in Rome that he, the 
Apostle of the Gentiles, should have hither- 
to always kept aloof from the world’s 
capital, and even now had not come to it. 
It might seem as if the church, that had 
arisen without his aid, had no interest for 
him; or as if he were afraid to proclaim 
the message of salvation in the great 
centre of Gentile culture. This twofold 
erroneous notion he was especially desirous 
to refute. Asa proof how far he was fror 
being thus afraid, he sets forth what in 
his view the message of salvation was, etc., 
etc. Thus he might hope that the church 


in the metropolis of the world would be 
just as steady a point of support for his 
ministry in the farthest West, as if it had 
been founded by himself. In this way, 
however, assumptions and objects are as- 
signed to the Epistle which are not ex- 
pressed in it, but are imputed to it on the 
ground of subordinate expressions, as will 
be shown in the exposition. 

2 Compare also Sabatier, l’apétre Paul, p. 
160 f., who at the same time affirms of the 
* grand missionaire :” dont V’ambition était 
aussi vaste que le monde. According to 
Sabatier, Paul gives down to chap. viii. 
the defence of his doctrine, and in chaps. 
* ~ xj. that of his apostleship. 
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As to contents, our Epistle, after the salutation and introduction (i. 1-15), 
falls into two main portions, a theoretical and a hortatory, after which 
follows the conclusion (xv. 14~xvi. 27). The theoretic portion (i. 16-xi. 36) 
bears its theme at the outset, i. 16, 17: ‘ Righteousness before God, for 
Jews and Gentiles, comes from faith.” Thereupon is established, in the 
first place, the necessity of this plan of salvation, as that which the whole 
human race required, Gentiles and Jews alike, because the latter also, even 
according to their own law, are guilty before God, and cannot attain to 
righteousness (i. 17-iii. 20). The nature of this plan of salvation is then 
made clear, namely, that righteousness really and only comes from faith ; 
which is especially obvious from the justification of Abraham (iii. 21-iv. 25). 
The blessed results of this plan of salvation are, partly the blissful inward 
condition of the justified before God (v. 1-11); partly that justification 
through Christ is just as universally effective, as Adam’s fall was once uni- 
versally destructive (v. 12-21) ; and partly that true morality is not only not 
endangered by the manifestation of grace in Christ, but is promoted and 
quickened by it (chap. vi.), and made free from the fetters of the law (vii. 
1-6). This last assertion demanded a defence of the law, as that which is 
in itself good and holy, but was abused by the sinful principle in man, 
against his own better will, to his destruction (vii. 17-25)—a sad variance 
of man with himself, which could not be removed through the law, but only 
through Christ, whose Spirit produces in us the freedom of the new divine 
life, the consciousness of adoption, and assurance of future glory (ch. viii.). 
From the lofty description of this blessed connection with Christ, Paul now 

suddenly passes to the saddening thought that a great part of that very 
_ Jewish people, so signally favoured of God, has rejected the plan of redemp- 
tion ; and therefore he develops at length a Theodicy with regard to the 
exclusion, apparently irreconcilable with the divine promises, of so many 
members of the theocracy from the attainment of salvation in Christ (chs, 
ix.—xi.). The hortatory portion (chs. xii.—xv. 13) gives the essentials of the 
Pauline ethical system, partly in the form of general exhortations (xii. 
1-21; xiii. 8-14), and partly in some special discussions which were 
deemed necessary in the circumstances of the Romans (xiii. 1-7, xiv. 1—xv. 
13). The conclusion comprises in the first place—corresponding to the in- 
troduction (i. 8-15)—personal explanations with regard to the Apostle’s in- 
tended journey by way of Rome to Spain (xv. 14-33) ; then the recom- 
mendation of Phoebe (xvi. 1 ff.) and salutations (xvi. 3-16) 5 a warning with 
a closing wish (xvi. 17-20) ; some supplementary salutations with a second 
closing wish (xvi. 21-24) ; and finally, a concluding doxology (xvi. 25-27). 

“This Epistle is the true masterpiece of the N. T., and the very purest 
Gospel, which is well worthy and deserving that a Christian man should not 
only learn it by heart, word for word, but also that he should daily deal with it 
as with the daily bread of men’s souls. For it can never be'too much or too well 
read or studied ; and the more it is handled the more precious it becomes and 
the better it tastes,”—Luther, Preface. 
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§ 4, PLAcE AND TIME OF CoMPosITION.—GENUINENESS OF THE EPISTLE. 


Since the Apostle, when he composed his letter, was on the point of con- 
veying to Jerusalem the proceeds of a collection made in Macedonia and 
Achaia (xv. 25-27), and intended to journey thence by way of Rome 
to Spain (xv. 28, comp. Acts xix. 21), we are thus directed to his last 
sojourn—of three months—in Achaia, Acts xx. 3. His purpose was te 
cross over directly from Achaia to Syria in order to reach Jerusalem, 
but he was led, owing to Jewish plots, to take quite a different route, 
namely, back through Macedonia (Acts xx. 3). This change in the plan of 
his journey had not been made when he wrote his Epistle ; otherwise he 
would not have failed to mention in ch. xv.—where he had at vv. 25 and 31 
very immediate inducement to do so—a circumstance so remarkable on ac- 
count of its novelty and importance. We justly infer therefore—even apart 
from the fact that the composition of such an epistle presupposes a some- 
what lengthened and quiet abode—that it was written before Paul again de- 
parted from Achaia. Although Luke mentions no particular city as the 
scene of the Apostle’s three months’ residence at that time, still it is, @ 
priori, probable that he spent at least the greater part of the time in 
Corinth. For Corinth was the principal church of the country, and was in 
the eyes of the Apostle pre-eminently important and precious on account of 
his earlier labours there. But our attention is also directed to Corinth by 
the passages 1 Cor. xvi. 1-7, 2 Cor. ix. 4, xii. 20-xiii. 3, from which it is 
plain that, on his journey down from Macedonia to Achaia, Paul had 
chosen that city as the place of his sojourn, where he wished to complete 
the business of the collection, and from which he would convey the money 
to Jerusalem. Now, since the recommendation of the deaconess Phoebe 
from the Corinthian seaport Cenchreae (xvi. 1, 2), as well as the salutation 
from his host Gaius (xvi. 23, comp. with 1 Cor. i. 14), point to no other 
city than Corinth, we may, beyond all doubt, abide by it as the place of 
writing, and not with Dr. Paulus (de orig. ep. P. ad Rom. paralip. Jen. 
1801, and Rémerbrief, p. 231), on account of xv. 19 (see on that passage) put 
forward a claim on behalf of a town in Illyria. Theodoret has admirably 
proved in detail its composition at Corinth. 

The time of composition accordingly falls in a.p. 59, when Paul regarded 
his ministry in the East as closed, and (see xv. 19, 23) saw a new and vast 
scene of action opened up to him in the West, of which Rome should be the 
centre and Spain the goal. 

The genuineness is decisively attested by the testimonies of the orthodox 
church (the first express and special quotations from it are found in Irenaeus, 
Haer. iii. 16, 8, 9, while previously there are more or less certain echoes of 
its language or traces of its use), as well as of the Gnostics Basilides, Val- 
entinus, Heracleon, Epiphanes, and Theodotus ; and there is not a single 


1 Clem. Cor. 1.35; Polycarp, ad Phil.6; Churches of Vienne and Lyons in Euseb. 
Theoph. ad Autol. i, 20, iii. 14; letter ofthe  v.1. 
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trace that even the Judaizing heretics, who rejected the authority of the 
Apostle, at all rejected the Pauline authorship of our Epistle. In order to 
warrant any doubt or denial of its authenticity, therefore, the most cogent 
internal grounds would need to be adduced ; and in the utter absence of 
any such grounds, the worthless scruples of Evanson (Dissonance of the four 
generally received Hvangelists, 1792, p. 259 ff.) and the frivolities of Bruno 
Bauer could find no supporters. The Epistle bears throughout the lively 
original impress of the Apostle’s mind, and his characteristic qualities, in its 
matter and its form ; is the chief record of his Gospel in its entire connec- 
tion and antagonism ; and is therefore also the richest original-apostolic 
charter and model of all true evangelical Protestantism. The opinion of 
Weisse (philosoph. Dogm. I. p. 146), which ultimately amounts to the sug- 
gestion of a number of interpolations as interwoven throughout the Epistle 
(see his Beitr. 2. Krit. d. Paul. Br., edited by Sulze, p. 28 ff.), rests simply 
on a subjective criticism of style, which has discarded all weight of external 
evidence. 

The originality of the Epistle extends also to its language, the Greek, in 
which Paul dictated it to Tertius.’ The note of the Syrian Scholiast on the 
Peshito, that Paul wrote his letter in Latin—a theory maintained also, but 
for a polemical purpose, by Hardouin, Salmeron, Bellarmine, Corn. & Lapide, 
and others—is based merely upon a hasty inference from the native language 
of the readers. Its composition in Greek however corresponds fully, not 
only with the Hellenic culture of the Apostle himself, but also with the 
linguistic circumstances of Rome (see Credner’s Hinl. II. p. 883 f.; Bern- 
hardy, Griech. Iiterat. ed. 2, p. 483 ff.), and with the analogy of the rest of 
the ancient Christian writings addressed to Rome (Ignatius, Justin, Irenaeus, 
et al.). 

That the two last chapters are genuine and inseparable parts of the Epistle, 
see in the critical remarks on ch, xv. 


1The reason why Paul himself did not in his apostolic position. In this, when he 
usually write his Epistles is to be sought, had to enter on written communication, 
not in a want of practice in the writing of | instead of the oral preaching for which he 
Greek—which is a supposition hardly rec- was called, friendly and subordinate hands 
oncilable with his Hellenic culture—but were athisservice Comp. on Gal. vi. 11. 
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Taviov éxigrodn pos ‘Popatovs. 


The simplest and most ancient superscription is ; mpd¢ ‘Pwuaiovc, in ABC ®, 


CHAPTER I. 


Ver. 1. ’Inoot X.] Tisch., following B, reads Xpioroi "Iyjood against decisive 
testimony.—In ver..7 év ‘Péuy, and in ver. 15 rtoi¢ év ‘Pduy, are wanting in G. 
Born; and on ver. 7 the scholiast of cod. 47 remarks : 10 év ‘Pouy ovte év ti 
éEnyjoet, ovte Ev TH HyTS pvguovevet (Who? probably the codex, which lay before 
the copyist). This quite isolated omission is of no critical weight ; and is in 
no case to be explained by the very unnatural conjecture (of Reiche) that Paul 
in several Epistles (especially in that to the Ephesians) addressed the readers 
simply as Christians, and that then the place of residence was inserted by the 
copyists in accordance with the context or with tradition, In ver. 7 the omis- 
sion might be explained by the reading év ayémy which G and a few other 
authorities give instead of ayarnroic ; but, since roic év ‘P. is wanting in ver. 15 
also, another unknown reason must have existed for this. Perhaps some 
church, which received a copy of the Epistle from the Romans for public read- 
ing, may have, for their own particular church-use, deleted the extraneous desig- 
nation of place, and thus individual codices may have passed into circulation 

without it. Riickert’s conjecture, that Paul himself may have caused copies 
without the local address to be sent to other churches, assumes a mechanical 
arrangement in apostolic authorship, of which there is elsewhere no trace, and 
which seems even opposed by Col. iv. 16. — Ver. 8. ixép] A BC D* K, &, min., 
Dam. read rep’, which Griesb. has recommended, and Lachm. and Tisch. have 
adopted : justly, on account of the preponderant attestation, since both prep- 
ositions, though tzép less frequently (Eph. i. 16; Phil. i. 4), were used for the 
expression of the thought (in opposition to Fritzsche). — Ver. 13. The less 
usual position tivd xaprév (Elz. «. 7.) is established by decisive testimony ; 
as also 6 Oed¢ ydp (Elz. 6. y. 0.) in ver. 19; and d2 «ai (Elz. rt? xai) in ver, 27, 
although not on equally strong authority.—Instead of od 6éAw in ver. 13, D* E 
G, It. and Ambrosiaster read od« oiouar. Defended by Rinck. But the very 
assurance already expressed in vv. 10, 11 might, easily cause the od 6¢Aw to seem 
unsuitable here, if due account was not taken of the new element in the prog- 
ress of the discourse contained in rpoeféunv.—After evayy. in ver. 16 rod Xpio_ 
tov (Elz.) is omitted on decisive authority ; mpdrov, however, which Lachmann 
has bracketed, ought not to be rejected on the inadequate adverse testimony of 
B G, Tert. as it might seem objectionable along with mioredovr: (not so in ii. 9 
f.).— Ver. 24. The xai is indeed wanting after d:6 in A BC &, min., Vulg. Or. 
al. ; but it was very easily passed over as superfluous ; comp. ver. 26; ii. 1. 
Nevertheless Lachm. and Tisch. (8) have deleted it. — év éavtoic] Lachm. and 
Tisch. read év abroe following ABC D* &, min. But how frequently was 
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the reflexive form neglected by the copyists. It occurred also in ver. 27 (B K). 
—Ver. 27. dppevec] B D* G, 73, Or. Eus. Occ. read dpoevec. Adopted by 
Lachm. Fritzsche and Tisch. (7). Since two different forms cannot be sup- 
posed to have been used in the same verse, and in that which follows dpcevec 
év dpoeoris undoubtedly the true reading (only A* &, min., and some Fathers 
- reading uniformly dé. év éfp.), we must here adopt the form dpoevec almost 
invariably used in the N. T. (only the Apocal. has 466.).— Ver. 29. ropveig] 
wanting after di«. in ABCK B&, min., and several vss. and Fathers. 
Deleted by Lachm. Fritzsche, and Tisch., and rightly so ; it is an interpolation 
introduced by those who did not perceive that the naming of this vice was not 
again appropriate here. It was written in the margin, and introduced at dif- 
ferent places (for we find it after xovnpig also, and even after xaxig), so that it 
in some instances even supplanted rovypia.—The placing of xaxig immediately 
after ddcxia (Lachm. on weak authority), or according to A ¥&, Syr., after zovnpia, 
(Tisch. 8), is explained by the aggregation of terms of a similar kind.—Ver. 31. 
After dorépyove Elz. and Scholz read dorévdove, which Mill condemned, and 
Lachm. and Tisch. have omitted. It is wanting in A B D* E G and &*, 
Copt. Clar, Germ. Boern. and several Fathers. It is found before aordépy. in 
17, 76, Theophyl. Taken from 2 Tim, iii. 3. — Ver. 32. After émcyvovtec, D E 
Bas. read obx événoav, and G, ovk éyvwcav. That death isthe wages of. sin—this 
Christian doctrinal proposition seemed not at all to correspond with the natural 
knowledge of the Gentiles.—Instead of aira rowodowv, aAAd Kai ovvevdoxovo. B 
reads attra mowovvrec, GAAA Kat ovvevdoxodvtec; so Lachm. in margin. This 
arose from the fact, that eiciv was erroneously taken for the chief verb in the 
sentence ; or else it was a consequence of the introduction of od« Eyvacay, which 
in other witnesses led to the insertion of ydp or J? after od pdvor, . 


Nv. 1-7.—The Apostolic salutation. 

Ver. 1. IaiAoc] See on Acts xiii. 9. [See Note I. p. 72.]—dovdog .. . 
ebayy. Oeov is the exhaustive statement of his official dignity, proceeding 
from the general to the particular, by which Paul earnestly—as dealing 
with the Church of the metropolis of the world, which had as yet no person- 
al knowledge of him—opens his Epistle as an official apostolic letter; with- 
out, however, having in view therein (as Flatt thinks) opponents and calum- 
niators of his apostleship, for of the doings of such persons in Rome the 
Epistle itself contains no trace, and, had such existed, he would have set 
forth his dignity, not only positively, but also at the same time negatively 
(comp. Gal. i. 1). —In the first place Paul describes by dovdog I. X. [See 
Note II. p. 73.]—his relation of service to Christ, as his Ruler, whose servant 
he is, and that in general (comp. on Phil. i. 1), just as the Old Testament 
mi 73 expresses the relation of service to Jehovah, without marking off 
in itself exclusively any definite class, such as the prophetic or the priestly 
(see Josh. i. 1, xiv. 7, xxii. 4; Judg. ii. 8; Ps. cxxxi. 10; comp. Acts xvi. 
17). This relation of entire dependence (Gal. i. 10; Col. iv. 12) is then 
specifically and particularly indicated by KAyti¢ amdorodoc, and for this reason 
the former dovdoc "I. X. cannot be rendered merely in general Christi cultor 
(so Fritzsche), which is inadequate also at 1 Cor. vil. 22 ; Eph. vi.6. Paul 
was called to his office, like all the earlier Apostles; he did not arrive at it 
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by his own choice or through accidental circumstances. For the history of 
this divine calling, accomplished through the exalted Christ Himself, see 
Acts ix. (xxii. 26), and the remarks thereon. This xAyré¢ presented itself 
so naturally to the Apostle as an essential element’ in the full description 
_ of his official position which he meant to give (comp. 1 Cor. i. 1), that the 
supposition of a side-glance at uncalled teachers (Cameron, Gléckler) seems 
very arbitrary. — d@wpiopévoc cic ebayy. Ocot] characterizes the kAyroc ardéoroAoc 
more precisely: set apart (definitely separated from the rest of mankind) for 
God’s message of salvation, to be its preacher and minister (see on Eph. iii. 
7). The article before eiayy. elsewhere invariably given in the N. T., is 
omitted here, because Paul views the message of God, of which he desires 
to speak, primarily under its qualitative aspect (comp. also van Hengel and 
Hofmann). Concrete definiteness is only added to it gradually by the 
further clauses delineating its character. This mode of expression implies 
a certain festal tone, in harmony with the whole solemn character of the 
pregnant opening of the Epistle: for a gospel of God, which He promised 
before, etc. Still we are not to understand, with Th. Schott, a work of 
proclamation, since eiayy. is not the work of conveying a message, but the 
message itself. Oecd is the genitive subjecti (auctoris), ver. 2, not objecti 
(Chrysostom). See on Marki. 1. It is God who causes the message of 
salvation here referred to, which is His Aéyoc (Acts x. 86), to be proclaimed; 
comp. xv. 16; 2 Cor. xi. 7; 1 Thess. ii. 2, 8, 9; 1 Pet. iv. 17. The desig- 
nation of Apostle to the Gentiles is involved in dgwp. ei eb. 0. though not 
expressed (against Beza and others). Further, since dgwp. is parallel with 
the previous «Ayréc, it is neither to be explained, with Toletus and others, 
including Olshausen, by Acts xiii. 2, nor with Reiche, Ewald, and van Hen- 
gel (following Chrysostom and others) by Gal. i. 15, comp. Jer. i. 5; but 
rather by Acts ix. 15 (oxeioc éxAoyfc), comp. xxvi. 16 ff. The setting apart 
took place as a historical fact in and with his calling at Damascus. Entire- 
ly different is the mode of presenting the matter in Gal. i. 15, where agopioac 
pe ék Kovd. untp. as the act of predestination in the counsel of God, is placed 
before the xadécac, as the historically accomplished fact. The view of Dru- ; 
sius (de _sectis, ii. 2, 6) and Schoettgen (comp. Erasmus and Beza), which 
Dr. Paulus has again adopted, viz. that Paul, in using the word dduwp., al- 
ludes to his former Pharisaism (‘‘the true Pharisee in the best sense of the 
word”), is based on the Peshito translation (see Grotius), but is to be re- 
jected, because the context gives no hint of so peculiar a reference, for 
which also no parallel can be found in Paul’s other writings. 

Ver. 2. A more precise description of the character of this evayyéAsov Ocod, 
according to its concrete peculiarity, as far as ver. 5 inclusive, advancing 
and rising to a climax under the urgent sense of the sacredness of his office, 
which the Apostle has frankly to assert and to establish before the church of 
the metropolis of the world, personally as yet unknown to him. — 6 mpoetnyyet- 
Aaro x.7.A.] How natural that the Apostle with his Old Testament training 
should, in the light of the New Testament revelation which he had re- 


1 See Weiss in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1857, p. 97 ff. 
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ceived, first of all glance back at the connection divinely established in the 
history of salvation between the gospel which he served and ancient proph- 
ecy, and should see therein the sacredness of the precious gift entrusted 
tohim! To introduce the idea of an antithetic design (‘‘ ut invidiam novi- 
tatis depelleret,” Pareus, Estius, Grotius and others, following Chrysostom 
and Theophylact) is quite arbitrary, looking to the general tenor of vv. 1-7. 
The news of salvation God has previously promised (rpoernyyeidato, 2 Cor. 
ix. 5; Dio Cass. xlii. 32) through His prophets, not merely in so far as these, 
acting as the organs of God (avrov), foretold the Messianic age, with the 
dawn of which the eiayyéduor, as the ‘‘publicum de Christo exhibito prae- 
conium” (Calovius), would necessarily begin, but they foretold also this 
pracconium itself, its future proclamation. See x. 18, xv. 21; Isa. xl. 1 ff., 
xlii. 4, lii. 1 ff.; Zeph. iii. 9; Ps. xix. 5, lxviti. 12; Deut. xviii. 15, 18. It 
is the less necessary therefore to refer 6, with Philippi and Mehring, to the 
contents of the gospel. —réav mpogyrév] is not to be limited, so as either to in- 
clude merely the prophets proper in the narrower sense of the word, or to 
go back—according to Acts iii. 24, comp. xiii. 20—only as far as Samuel. 
The following év ypadaic dy. suggests, on the contrary, a reference to all 
~ who in the O. T. have prophesied the gospel (even Moses, David and others 
not excluded); comp. Heb. i. 1. — év ypagai¢ dyiac] Not ; in the holy Script- 
ures (so most expositors, even Fritzsche), in which case the article must 
have been used; but qualitatively: in holy writings. The divine promises 
of the gospel, given through the prophets of God, are found in such books 
as, being God’s records for His revelations, are holy writings. Such are 
the prophetic writings of the O. T.; thus designated so as to lay stress on 
their qualitative character. Ina corresponding manner is the anarthrous 
ypabav mpogntixav to be understood in xvi. 26. 

Vv. 3, 4.1 We must, with Lachmann and Tischendorf, set aside the view 
which treats tov yevouévov . . . . vexpdv, and vv. 5, 6, as parentheses, be- 
cause we have to.deal with intervening clauses which accord with the 
construction, not with insertions which interrupt it. See Winer, p. 526 
[E.T. 565]. — repi rod viod avrov| [See Note III. p. 73.] ‘‘ Hoc refertur ad illud 
quod praecessit ebayyéAvov ; explicatur nempe, de quo agat ille sermo bona 
nuntians,” Grotius. So, also, Toletus, Cajetanus, Calvin, Justiniani, Bengel, 
Flatt, Reiche, Kéllner, Winzer, Baumgarten-Crusius, Krehl, Umbreit, Th. 
Schott, Hofmann, and others. But it may be objected to this view, on the 
one hand, that wspi is most naturally connected with the nearest suitable 
word that precedes it ; and on the other that evayy., frequently as it is used 
with the genitive of the object, nowhere occurs with epi in the N. T.;? and 
still further, that if this connection be adopted, the important thought in 
vér. 2 appears strangely isolated. Therefore, the connection of epi with 
8 mpoernyy., is to be preferred, with Tholuck, Klee, Riickert, Fritzsche, 


1 Comp. Pfleiderer in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. | would have only needed to repeat the eis 
1871, p. 502 ff. ~  ebayyéAcov with rhetorical emphasis, in order 

2 Hofmann erroneously thinks that Paul then to add the object in the genitive (rod 
could not have added the object of his di- _vioda.). Comp. Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 
vine message otherwise than by wept. He = 315. 


32 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


Reithmayr, Philippi, van Hengel, Ewald, Mehring, and others, following 
Theodoret ; so that the great personal object is introduced, to which the divine 
previous promise of the gospel referred ; consequently, the person concerning 
whom was this promise of the future message of salvation. God could not (we 
may remark in opposition to Hofmann’s objection) have previously promised 
the gospel in any other way at all than by speaking of Christ His Son, who 
was to come and to be revealed ; otherwise his TpoeTayyéAAecbat evayyéMov 
would have had no concrete tenor, and consequently no object. — row 
yevouévov down to vexpov describes under a twofold aspect (xara) the exalted 
dignity of Him who had just been designated by roi viot abrod : (1) xara 
oapxa, He entered life as David’s descendant ; (2) xara Tvevpa dywo., He was 
powerfully instated as Son of God by His resurrection. Nevertheless é vid¢ 
Tov Ocod, in the words rept rod viod abtov (not airov), is not by any means 
to be taken in the general, merely historical theocratic sense of Messiah 
(Winzer, Progr. 1835, p. 5 f.; comp. also Holsten, z. Ho. d. Paul. u. Petr. 
p. 424 ; and Pfleiderer, 7.c.), because this is opposed to the constant usage 
of the Apostle, who never designates Christ as vide Ocos otherwise ! than 
from the standpoint of the knowledge which God had given to him by rev- 
elation (Gal. i. 16) of the metaphysical Sonship (viii. 8, 32 ; Gal. iv. 4 ; Col. 
i. 13 ff.; Phil. ii. 6 ff. al.) ; and the hypothesis of a modification having 
taken place in Paul’s view (Usteri, Kéllner ;, See, on the other hand, 
Riickert) is purely fanciful. Here also the vide. rod Ocov is conceived in the 
_ metaphysical sense as He who had proceeded out of the essence of the Father, 
like Him in substance (not, as Baur thinks, as organ of the Spirit, which is 
the purer form of human nature itself), and is sent by Him for the accom- 
plishment of the Messianic counsel. But since it was necessary for this 
accomplishment that He should appear as man, it was necessary for Him,— 
and these essential modal definitions are now added to the viov Tov. avToOv, — 
as a human phenomenon, (1) to be born kara& odpxa, and indeed of the seed of 
David,’ and yet (2) to be actually instated xara mvevua, as that which, 
although from the time of His birth in appearance not different from other 
men (Phil. ii. 7 ; Gal. iv. 4), He really was, namely the Son of God. These 
two parallel clauses are placed in asyndetic juxtaposition, whereby the 
second, coming after the first, which is itself of lofty and honourable Mes- 
sianic significance, is brought out as of still greater importance.* Not per- 
ceiving this, Hofmann fails to recognize the contrast here presented between 
the two aspects of’ the Son of God, because Paul has not used kara rveipa 3 
épiobévrocg in the second clause. — xara cdpxa] in respect of flesh ; for the Son 
of God had a fleshly mode of being on earth, since His concrete manifesta- 
tion was that of a materially human person. Comp. ix. 5 ; 1 Tim. iii. 16 ; 
1 Pet. iii. 18; Phil. ii. 7; Rom. v. 15 ; 1 Cor. xv. 21; 1 Tim. ii. 5. To 


7 Comp. Gess, v. d. Pers. Christi, p. 89 ff.; the two main epochs in the history of the 
_ Weiss, bid. Theol. p. 309. Son of God, as they actually occurred and 
_. 3 But at thesame time the idea of “an ac- had been already prophetically announced. 
‘commodation to the Jewish-Christian mode 3 See Bernhardy, p. 448; Dissen. ad Pind. 
of conception ” (Holsten, z. Hv. Paul. u. Petr. Hae. IL., de Asynd, p. 275. 
ip. 427), is not to be entertained, Paul gives 


CHAP. I., 3, 4. 33 


the cap belonged in the case of Christ also, as in that of all men, the ywyf 
as the principle of the animal life of man ; but this sensuous side of His 
nature was not, as in all other men, the seat and organ of sin. He was not 
capxixéc (vii. 14), and puyxde (1 Cor. ii. 14), in the ethical sense, like all 
ordinary men, although, in virtue of that sensuous nature, he was capable 
of being tempted (Heb. ii. 18 ; iv. 15). Although in this way His body 
was a oda tig oapxéc (Col. i. 22), yet He did not appear év capxi duapriac, 
but év duotéuare capxd¢ duaptiag (Rom. viii. 2). With reference to His fleshly 
nature, therefore, 7.e. in so far as He was a materially-human phenomenon, 
He was born (yevouévov, comp. Gal. iv. 4), of the seed (as descendant) of 
David, as was necessarily the case with the Son of God who appeared as the 
promised Messiah (Jer. xxiii. 5; Ps. cxxxii. 11; Matt. xxii. 42 ; John 
vil. 42 ; Acts xiii. 23 ; 2 Tim. ii. 8). In this expression the é« orépyaroc¢ 
Aavid is to be understood of the male line of descent going back to David 
(comp. Acts ii. 30, é« xaprot tic dopboc), as even the genealogical tables in 
Matthew and Luke give the descent of Joseph from David, not that of 
Mary ;* and Jesus Himself, in John v. 27 (see on that passage), calls Him- 
self in contradistinction to His Sonship of God, son of a man, in which case 
the correlate idea on which it is founded can only be that of fatherhood. 
It is, therefore, the more erroneous to refer é« on. Aav. to Mary (‘‘ex 
semine David, i.e. ex virgine Maria,” Melanchthon ; comp. also Philippi), ° 
especially since Paul nowhere (not even in viii. 3, Gal. iv. 4) indicates the 
view of a supernatural generation of the bodily nature of Jesus,? even apart 
from the fact that the Davidic descent of the mother of Jesus can by no 
means be established from the N. T. It is the more unjustifiable, to pro- 
nounce the metaphysical divine Sonship without virgin birth as something 
inconceivable * (Philippi). —There now follows the other, second mode in 
which the Son of God who has appeared on earth is to be contemplated, viz. 


1In opposition to Hofmann, (Weissag. u. earlier view (‘‘ come of the race which called 


Erfill. U1. p.49 (comp. the Erlangen Zeitschr. 
1868, 6, p. 359 f.), who generalizes the 
sense of the words in such a way as to con- 
vey the meaning that Christ appeared as 
one belonging to the collective body which 
traces its descent back to David. But in fact 
it is simply said that Christ was Born of the 
seed of David. The reading yevywneévov (in 
min., and MSS. used by Augustine) is a 
correct gloss ; and Hofmann himself grants 
(heil. Schrift N. T., in loc.) that yiyveorOar éx 
here signifies descent by birth. And even 
if yevouévov be taken as meaning: who ap- 
peared, who came (comp. on Mark i. 4; Phil. 
ii. 7; so Ewald), still the genetic relation to 
the orépna of David remains the same. He 
came xara odpxa of the seed of David, and 
that in no other way than through His birth. 
This remark holds good also against other 
obscure evasions to which Hofmann resorts 
in his Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 113; in his hei, 
Schr. N. T. he adheres substantially 1 to his 


itself after David, because tracing its descent 
to his ancestry’). No, the oréppa of David 
is nothing else than his semen virile, out (éx) 
of which, transmitted (comp. a7é6, Acts xiii. 
28) through the male line from yeved to yevea 
(Matt. i. 6 ff.), at length the Son of God 
kata oapxa—Christ, the David’s son of prom- 
ise—was born. See besides, against Hof- 
mann, Rich. Schmidt, 7.c.—Because Christ 
Was éx onéppatos of David, He might also 
Himself be called omépya of David, in the 
same way as He is called in Gal. iii. 16 
onéppa "ABpade ; and He is so called Matt. 
i.1. Comp. further on é« omépuaros, in the 
sense of fatherhood, Soph. 0. C. 214: rivos 
el omépuaros ... watpddev. 

2 Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 328 ; Rich. Schmidt, 
Paulin. Christol, p. 140 ff. ; Pfleiderer, /.c. 

3 This opinion rests on a premiss assumed 
a priori, on an abstract postulate, the pro- 
priety of which it is impossible to prove. 
Comp. on Matt, i, 18, note, 
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with reference to the spirit of holiness, which was in Him. The parallelism 
between xara odpxa and xara rvevya dy., apparent even in the position of the 
two elements, forbids us to understand xara rv. dywo. as denoting the pre- 
supposition and regulative cause of the state of glorious power ascribed to 
the Son of God (Hofmann). In that case Paul must have used another 
preposition, conveying the idea on account of, perhaps 6:4 with the accusative 
(comp. the dé, Phil. ii. 9), in order to express the thought which Hofmann 
has discovered, namely, that the holiness of His spirit, and therefore of His 
life, «was to make His divine Sonship a state of glorious power. Regarding 
the view taken of év duvdyec in connection with this, see the sequel. ‘Ayiw- 
civn, in Paul’s writings as well as in the Sept. (in Greek authors and in the 
other writings of the N. T. it does not occur), invariably means holiness 
(2 Cor. vii. 1 ; 1 Thess. iii. 18 ; Ps. xcvi. 6, xevii. 12, cxliv. 5), not sanctiji- 
cation (as rendered by the Vulgate, Erasmus, Castalio, and many others, 
including Gléckler and Schrader). So also in 2 Mace. iii. 12. The genitive 
is the gen. qualitatis,' and contains the specific character of the rvevya. This 
rvevua dywo. is, in contradistinction to the odpé, the other side of the being 
of the Son of God on earth ; and, just as the capé was the outward element 
perceptible by the senses, so is the rveiva the inward mental element, the 
substratum of His vovc (1 Cor. ii. 16), the principle and the power of His 
INNER life, the intellectual and moral ‘‘ Ego” which receives the communi- 
cation of the divine—in short, the ow dvOpwroc of Christ. His rveiya also 
was human (Matt. xxvii. 50; John xi. 38, xix. 30)—altogether He was an 
entire man, and the Apollinarian conception is without support in the N. T. 
teaching—but it was the seat of the divine nature belonging to His person ; 
not excluding the specialty of the latter (in opposition to Beyschlag, Christol. 
pp. 212, 231), but being rather that which contained the metaphysical vidry¢ 
Ocov, or—according to the Johannine type of doctrine—the seat and the 
organ of the Adyoc, which became flesh in the human person of Jesus, as 
also of the fulness of the Holy Spirit which bore sway in Him (John iii. 34 ; 
Acts i. 2; 2 Cor. iii. 17). Consequently the rveiya of Christ, although 
human (comp. Pfleiderer), was exalted above all other human spirits, 
because essentially filled with God, and thereby holy, sinless, and full of 
divine unpolluted life, as was no other human rveiya ; and for this reason 
His unique quality is characterized by the distinguishing designation rvevpa 
éywobvyc, i.e. spirit full of holiness, This purposely-chosen expression, 
which is not to be abated to the studium sanctitatis (van Hengel), must, 
seeing that the text sets forth the two sides of the personal nature of Christ, 
absolutely preclude our understanding it to refer to the rvevya dyiov,* the 
third person of the divine Trinity, which is not meant either in 1 Tim. iii. 
16, or in Heb. ix. 14. Nevertheless, the majority of commentators, since 
Chrysostom, have so explained it ; some of them taking it to mean : 
‘ secundum Sp. 8. et divinitus concessum” (Fritzsche ; comp. Beza, Calixtus, 


1 Hermann, ad Viger, pp. 887, 891; Kiihner, 588, rvedua aywovvys, in so far as it produces 
TL. 1, p. 226. holiness. 
2'This is called in the Test. XII. Pair. p. 


re 
en? 
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Wolf, Koppe, Tholuck, and others),’ some referring it to the miraculous 
working of the Holy Spirit (Theodoret) or to the bestowal of the Spirit which 
took place through Christ (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Luther, 
Estius, Béhme, and others). Since the contrast between odpé and rveiua 
is not that between the human and the divine, but that between the 
bodily and the mental in human nature, we must also reject the 
interpretation which refers the words to the divine natwre (Melanchthon, 
Calovius, Bengel, and many others); in which case some take dyiwotvy, 
as equivalent to Oedry¢ (Winzer) ; others adduce in explanation of rveiya 
the here irrelevant wveiya 6 Oedc, John iv. 24 (Beza, Winzer, Olshau- 
sen, Maier, Philippi); others take the expression as substantially equiv- 


alent to the Johannine Aédyoc (Riickert, comp. Reiche, ‘‘the principle of 


His higher essence’), and thus have not avoided an Apollinarian con- 
ception. The correct interpretation is substantially given by KGllner, de 
Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald (also in his Jahrb. 1849, p. 98), and 
Mehring. Comp. Hofmann (‘‘spirit which supposes, wherever it is, a con- 
dition of holiness”), and also Lechler, apost. u. nachapost. Zeitalt. p. 49, 
who nevertheless understands the divine nature of Christ as also in- 
cluded.* — épioévroc| The translation of the Vulgate, gui praedestinatus est, 
based on the too weakly attested reading rpoopicbévro¢ (a mistaken gloss), * 
drew forth from old writers (see in Estius) forced explanations, which are 
now properly forgotten. ‘Opifecv, however, with the double accusative, 
means to designate a person for something, to nominate, to instate (Acts x. 42 ; 
comp. Meleager in the Anthol. xii. 158, 7: o8 Oedv Spice daiuwr), nor is the 
meaning. different here.* For although Christ was already the Son of God 
before the creation of the world, and as such was sent (viii. 3 ; Gal. iv. 4), 
nevertheless there was needed a fact, by means of which He should receive, 
after the humiliation that began with His birth (Phil. ii. 7 f.), instating into 
the rank and dignity of His divine Sonship ; whereby also, as its necessary 
consequence with a view to the knowledge and conviction of men, He was 
legitimately established as the Son. The fact which constituted instatement 
was the resurrection, as the transition to His déga ; comp. on Acts xiii. 33 ; 


_ and ézoinoe in Acts ii. 36. Inaccurate, because it confounds that consequence 


with the thing itself, is the gloss of Chrysostom : Jdevyévroc, axogavbévroc, 
kpiévrog ; and that of-Luther: ‘‘shewn.” Umbreit’s rendering is errone- 


1 Comp. also Zeller in the theol. Jahrb. 1842, 
p. 486. In his view (2 Cor. iii. 17), the mvedpua 
is the element of which the higher person- 
ality of Christ consists. According to Baur, 
Paulus Il. p. 875, it is the Messianic spirit, 
the intrinsic principle constituting the Mes- 
siahship of Christ. According to Holsten, z. 
Eo. ad. Paul. u. Petr. p. 425, it is in itself a 
transcendent pneumatic force, which produces 
the aywwovvyn, a radiance of the divine mvevpna 
wyLov. 

2 A more accurate and precise definition 
of the idea may be found in Weiss, d%d/. 
Theol. p. 313; also Rich. Schmidt, p. 105 f. ; 


Pfieiderer in Hilgenfeld’s Zettschr. 1871, p. 
169, 503 f. 

3 But not in the sense: destined to become 
something, as Hofmann thinks: nor gener- 
ally, in the sense: qui destinatus est, but 


rather: qui constitutus est (was instated). 


For otherwise the aorist participle would be 
unsuitable, since it must necessarily indi- 
cate an act following the yevopuévov, etc. ; 
whereas the divine destination would be 
prior to the birth. Consequently, were that 
sense intended, it must have been, as in 
Acts x. 42, wpropévov, 
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ous: ‘ separated,” namely from all men. — év duvdyer] Not : through omnip- 
otence (Umbreit), but : mightily (Luther), forcibly ; for this installation of 
the Son of God as Son of God was a work of divine power, which (see what 
follows) was accomplished by means of the resurrection from the dead. 
Thus commanding power, divinely-energetic and effectual, forms the char- 
acteristic quality in which the épicud¢ took place. On év, as paraphrase of 
the adverb (Col. i. 29; 2 Thess. i. 11), see Bernhardy, p. 209. é dy. is 
not, with Melanchthon, Schoettgen, Pareus, Sebastian Schmid, and others, 
including Paulus, Baumgarten-Crusius, Philippi, Mehring, Holsten, Hof- - 
- mann, and Pfleiderer, to be connected with viod Ocod (as the mightily powerful 
Son of God) ; for it was here of importance to dwell, not on a special pred- 
icate of the Son of God,? but, in contradistinction to the é« omepy. Aav. kata 
odpxa, upon the divine Sonship in itself ; of which Sonship He was indeed the 
hereditary possessor, but yet needed, in order to become instated in it with 
glorious power, resurrection from the dead. Thus, however, év Svvapet, even 
when rightly connected with dpic@., is not, with Chrysostom and Theophy- 
lact, to be taken as ‘‘per virtutem, i.e. per signa et prodigia” (Calovius, 
comp. Grotius) ; nor with Fritzsche : ot et daté ; for Paul himself defines 
the how of the mighty épsoué¢ by : é& avacr. vexpov. This, namely, was the 
causal fact, by virtue of which that épcoud¢ was accomplished ; for by the res- 
urrection of Christ, God, who raised Him up (comp. 2 Cor. xiii. 4), accom- 
plished in point of fact His instating declaration : Thou art my Son, this day, 
etc., Acts xiii. 33. Paul might accordingly have written did, but é« is more 
expressive of the thought that. Christ in virtue of the resurrection, etc. On 
éx, used of causal issuing forth, see Buttmann’s neut. Gr. p. 281 [E. T. 327] ; 
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 550 f. The temporal explanation, since or after 
(Theodoret, Erasmus, Luther, Toletus, and others, including Reithmayr ; 
comp. Flatt, Umbreit, and Mehring) is to be rejected, because the raising up 
of Jesus from the dead was itself the great divine act, which, completed through 
the majesty of the Father (vi. 4), powerfully instated the Son in the Son’s 
position and dignities ; hence it was.also the basis of the apostolic preach- 
ing, Acts i. 22, ii. 24 ff., xiii. 30, xvii. 31 f., xxvi. 23 ; Rom. iv. 24; 1 Cor. 
xv. 3 ff. We are not to take the expression é& avaor. vexp., as is often done, 
for é dvaor. éx vexp., the second éx being omitted for the sake of euphony : 
but it must be viewed as a general designation of the category (yexpav, see On 
Matt. ii. 20): through resurrection of the dead, of which category the personal 
rising of the dead Jesus was the concrete case in point. Comp. xvii. 32. 


1 Asif only a change of His attributes was 
concerned, or the transition into the full 
reality of the divine Sonship (Pfleiderer). 
The question concerned the installation of 
the Son of God as such, as it were His en- 
thronization, which had not taken place 
previously, but was accomplished by the 
resurrection with a mighty power. By 
means of the latter He received—as the Son 
- of God, which from the beginning and even 
in the days of His flesh He really was—a de 


facto instatement, which accomplished 
itself in a way divinely powerful. What 
accrued to Him thereby, was not the full 
reality (see viii. 3; Gal. iv. 4), but the full 
efficiency of the Son of God; because He 
was now exalted above all the limitations 
of the state of His cévwats (Phil. ii.; 2 Cor. 
viii. 9); comp. ¢g. vi. 9; xi. 33 f.3 v. 10; 2 
Cor. xiii. 4; and numerous other passages. 
The Son was now the xvptos ravtwv, had the 
name above eyery name, etc., etc. 
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So, also, de Wette, F/y'imann ; comp. Philippi, who however, following 
Erasmus ind Benget. jotroduces also the idea, foreign to this passage, that 
our resurrection is involved in that of Christ. — The following ’Ijoot Xpioroi 
is in apposition to toi vid airov in v. 3 ; not necessary in itself, but in keep- 
ing with the fulness of expression throughout this opening portion of the 
Epistle, which exhibits a character of majesty particularly in vv. 3, 4. — Ob- 
serve, further, that the exhibition of the holy and exalted nature of Christ 
in our passage serves to express the high dignity of the apostolic office. 
Of diversities in faith and doctrine in Rome regarding the person of Christ 
there is not a trace ia the whole Epistle.? 

Ver. 5. To the general roi Kupiov juév, which designates Christ as the 
Lord of Christians in general, Paul now adds the special relation in which 
he himself stands to this common xipioc. He entertained too lively a con- 
sciousness of the bliss and dignity of that relationship, not to set it forth 
once more (comp. ver. 1) in this overflowing salutation ; this time, however, 
with closer reference to the readers, in accordance with his definite character 
as Apostle of the Gentiles. -— Vv. 5, 6 are not to be enclosed in a paren- 
thesis ; and only a comma should be placed after ver. 6.—6v’ oi] through 
whom, denotes nothing else than the medium ; nowhere, not even in Gal. i. 
1, the causa principalis. The view of the Apostle is, as Origen rightly per- 
ceived, that he had received grace and apostleship through the mediation 
of Christ, through whom God called him at Damascus. Regarding Gal. i. 
1, see on that passage..— éAdBouev| He means himself alone, especially since 
inthe address he specifies no joint author of the letter ; not however—as 
Reiche, following Estius and many others, thinks—using the plural owt of 
modesty (in the solemnity of an official epistolary greeting ?), but rather 
(comp. iii. 9) in accordance with the custom, very common among Greek 
authors, of speaking of themselves in the plural of category (Kriiger, § 61, 
2; Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 2, 46). This is, no doubt, to be traced back 
to the conception ‘‘I and my equals ;” but this original conception was in 
course of use entirely lost. The opinion, therefore, that Paul here includes 
along with himself the other apostles (Bengel, van Hengel) is to be all the 
more rejected as unsuitable, since the subsequent év raox roi fveoww points 
to Paul himself alone as the Apostle of the Gentiles. To understand Paul’s 
official assistants as included (Hofmann) is forbidden by the subsequent 
arootoAhv, Which does not mean mission in general, but, as invariably in the 
N. T., specially apostleship. — yapw x. arooroAny| grace (generally) and (in 
particular) apostleship. [See Note IV. p. 74.] Xépw is to be understood, not 
merely of pardoning grace (Augustine, Calvin, Calovius, Reiche, Tholuck, 
Olshausen, and others), or of the extraordinary apostolic gifts of grace (Theo- 
doret, Luther, and others, including Flatt and Mehring) ; for such special 
references must be demanded by the context ; but on the contrary gener- 
ally of the entire divine grace, of which Paul was made partaker through 
Christ, when he was arrested by Him at Damascus in his career which was 
hateful to God (Phil. iii. 12 ; 1 Cor, xv. 10), converted, enlightened (Gal. i. 


1 Comp. Gess, von d. Pers. Chr. p. 56. 
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16), and transferred into the communion of God’s beloved ones and saints. 
The special object (Gal. i. 16) and at the same time the highest evidence of 
this ydpi¢ which he had received, was his reception of the aooroAq,’ and 
that for the Gentile world. Others find here a éy dca dvoiv (Chrysostom, 
Beza, Piscator, Grotius, Glass, Rich, Simon, Wetstein, Semler, Koppe, 
Bohme, Fritzsche, Philippi, and others : ydpuv arocroAge. This might cer- 
tainly be justified in linguistic usage by the explicative xai ;* but it arbitra- 
rily converts two elements, which taken separately yield a highly appropri- 
ate sense, into one, and fails to recognize—what is involved in the union of 
the general and the particular—the fulness and force of the discourse 
moving the grateful heart. This remark applies also against Hofmann, 
according to whom the Apostle terms one and the same vocation ‘‘a grace 
and a mission ; in which view droor. is erroneously rendered (see ebore); 
and in consequence thereof ei¢ trax. 7. is then joined merely to xdp. Kk. T., 
and not also to éAéB. — eic¢ trax. riot. | Object of the éAdB. yap. x. door. > in 
order that obedience of faith may be produced, %.e. in order that people may sub- 
ject themselves to the faith, in order that they may become believing. [See 
Note V. p. 75.] Comp. xvi. 26; Acts vi. 7; 2 Cor. x. 5f. ; 2 Thess. 1. 8. 
To take rioric for doctrina fidei (Beza, Toletus, Estius, Bengel, Heumann, 
Cramer, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Fritzsche, Tholuck, and others), is altogether 
contrary to the linguistic usage of the N. T., in which zioric is always sub- 
jective faith, although often, as in the present instance, conceived of object- 
ively as a power. Comp. xvi. 26; Gal. i, 238. The activity of faith in 
producing works (Reithmayr), however, is not contained in the expression. 
The ziorc is, according to Paul, the conviction and confidence (assensus and 
fiducia) regarding Jesus Christ, as the only and perfect Mediator of the 
divine grace, and of eternal life, through His work of atonement. Faith 
alone (to the exclusion of works) is the causa apprehendens of the salvation 
promised and obtained through Christ ; but, because it transfers us into 
living and devoted fellowship with Him, altogether of a moral character, 
it becomes the subjective moral power of the new life regenerated through 
the power of the Holy Spirit—of the life in Christ, which, however, is the 
necessary consequence, and never the ground of justification. See Luther’s 
Preface. — The genitive riotewc, in accordance with the analogy of the 
expressions kindred in meaning iraxoy tov Xpiorov in 2 Cor. x. 5, and 
imax. tic GAnOeiac in 1 Pet. i. 22, necessarily presents itself (comp. Acts vi. 7 ; 
Rom. x. 16 ; 2 Thess. i. 8 ; also 2 Cor. ix. 13) as denoting that to which the 
obedience is rendered ; not (Grotius, following Beza) the causa efficiens: 
‘‘ut Deo obediatur per fidem,” in which explanation, besides, the ‘‘ Deo” 
is arbitrarily introduced.* Hofmann is also wrong in taking the genitive 


’ 


1 Augustine aptly remarks: “Gratiam 8 So also van Hengel, on the ground of 


cum omnibus fidelibus, apostolatum autem 
non cum omnibus communem habet.” 
Comp. Bengel : ‘‘Gratia et singularis gratiae 
mensura apostolis obtigit.”’ 

2 Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 856; Naigelsbach, 
z. llias, iii. 100, 


passages like v. 19; Phil. ii. 12, where how- 
ever the sense of obedience to God results 
from the context; and Ernesti, Urspr. d. 
Stinde, II. p. 281 ff., who urges against our 
view that it makes dzép rod ovdu. avrod su- 
perfluous. But the glory of Christ is pre- 
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riotews as epexegetical (an obedience consisting in faith). —év maor toic éveowv] 
is to be joined with ei¢ imax. riotewc, beside which it stands ; the éfvy, however, 
are not all nations generally, inclusive of the Jews (so most expositors, in- 
cluding Riickert, Reiche, Kéllner, Fritzsche, Baur), but, in accordance with 
the historical destination of the Apostle (Gal. i. 16 ; Acts ix. 15, xxvi. 17 
f.), and in consequence of the repeated prominence of his calling as Gentile 
Apostle in our letter (ver. 13, xi. 13, xv. 16), all Gentile nations, to which 
also the Romans belonged (Beza, Tholuck, Philippi, de Wette, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, van Hengel, Ewald, Hofmann and others) ; and these regarded not 
from a geographical point of view (Mangold, p. 76), but from a popular one, 
as 0° ; which precludes us from thinking—not as to a section, but at any 
rate as to the mass, of the Roman congregation—that it was Jewish-Christian. 
This his apostolic calling for the Gentiles is meant by Paw in all passages 
where he describes the é@vy as the object of his labours (Gal. i. 16, ii. 2, 8, 
9; Eph. iii. 1, 8; Col. i. 27; 1 Thess. ii. 16). —dizép tod ovdpu. avrod] 
belongs, in the most natural connection, not to éadB. ... . aroot. (Riickert) 
or to dv’ ob . . . . &veow (de Wette, Mehring, Hofmann), but to ei¢ imaxonv 
. .. + &veow ; ‘in order to produce obedience to the faith among all 
Gentile nations for the sake of (for the glorifying of, comp. Acts v. 41 ; Phil. 
ii. 18) His name.” Acts ix. 15, xv. 26, xxi. 13; 2 Thess. i. 12, serve to 
illustrate the matter referred to. The idea of wishing to exclude the glori- 
fying of Ais own name (Hofmann) is not for a moment to be imputed to the 
Apostle. He would have needed a very special motive for doing so. 

Ver. 6. Application of the contents of ver. 5 to the relation in which 
the Apostle stood to his readers, whereby he indicates how he is officially 
entitled to address them also, teaching, exhorting, and so forth — év oi¢ éore 
kat tueic KAntot I. X.] ‘To be written thus, without a comma after tyeic, with 
Heumann, Lachmann, Tischendorf, de Wette, Hofmann, and Bisping : © 
among whom also are ye called (ones) of Jesus Christ. Among the Gentile 
nations the Roman Christians were, like other Gentile-Christian churches, 
called of the Lord ; amidst the Gentile world, nationally belonging to it (in 
opposition to Mangold’s mere geographical interpretation), they also shared 
this high distinction. The reference of the «ai to Paul (Th. Schott), and 
consequently the interpretation : as J, so also ye, is erroneous, because the 
Apostle has asserted concerning himself something far higher than the mere 
Christian calling. The common interpretation of xAyrot ’I. X. as an address 
(so too Riickert, Fritzsche, Philippi, van Hengel, Mehring) makes the év oi¢ 
éote x. tu. quite a meaningless assertion ; for Bengel’s suggestion for meet- 
ing the difficulty, that év oic has the implied meaning : among which con- 
verted nations, is purely arbitrary. — Since the calling (to the Messianic salva- 
tion ; see on Gal. i. 6 ; also 1 Cor. vii. 17) is invariably ascribed by Paul to 
God (viii. 30, ix. 24 ; 1 Cor. i. 9, vii. 15, 17; 1 Thess. ii. 12 ; 2 Thess. ii. 
14),* we must explain it, not as : called by Christ (Luther, Riickert, Mehring, 


cisely the lofty end of allimaxovew rp miore.  § 127; what Schmidt urges in opposition, in 
Where it takes place, it is acknowledged _ Rudelbach’s Zeitscha. 1849, II. p. 188 ff. is 
that Jesus Christ is Lord, Phil. ii. 11. untenable, 

1 Comp. Usteri, p. 281; Weiss, did/. Theol, 
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Hofmann, and others), but as : called (by God) who belong to. Christ (so Eras- 
mus, Beza, Estius, and most modern commentators, also Winer, p. 1838 
[E. T. 195]). The genitive is possessive, just as in the analogous rov¢ éxAexrovc 
abrov in Matt. xxiv. 31. With the substantive nature of xAyré¢ (comp. Butt- 
mann, newt. Gr. p. 147 [E. T. 169]) the genitive by no means admits mere- 
ly the interpretation which points to the calling subject, as in 2 Sam. xv. 
11 ; 1 Kingsi. 41,49; Zeph. i. 7 ; but admits of very different references, 
as ¢.g. in Homer, Od. xvii. 886, xAyroi ye Bporév are not those called by mor- 
tals, but those who are called among mortals (genitive totius). 

Ver. 7. Now for the first time, brought by ver. 6 nearer to his readers, 
Paul passes from the throng of the great intervening thoughts, ver. 2 ff., in 
which he has given full and conscious expression to the nature and the dignity 
of his calling, to the formal address and to the apostolic salutation. — raox 
x.7.4.] directs the letter to all beloved of God who are in Rome, etc., and there- 
fore to the collective Roman Christian church, Phil. i. 1 ; Eph. i. 1 ; Col. i. 
1),1 but not, as Tholuck thinks,” at the same time also to those foreign Chris- 
tians who were accidentally staying in Rome, for against this view ver. 8, 
in which irép raévrwv ivev can only refer to the Romans, is decisive. The 
rao. would be self-obvious and might have been dispensed with, but in this 
Epistle, just because it is so detailed and is addressed to a great church 
still far away from the Apostle, rao. carries with it a certain diplomatic 
character. Similarly, though from other grounds, Phil. i. 1. —ayaryr. Oe0%, 
KAnroi¢ dyloc| Characteristic special analysis of the idea ‘ Christians” in 
accordance with the high privileges of their Christian condition. For, as 
reconciled with God through Christ, they are beloved of God (v. 5 ff., viii. 
39 ; Col. iii. 12); and, as those who through the divine calling to the Mes- 
sianic salvation have become separated from the xécyoc and consecrated to 
God, because members of the new covenant of grace, they are called saints ; 
comp. 1 Cor. i. 2. This saintship is produced through the justification of 
the called (viii. 30), and their accompanying subjection to the influence of 
the Holy Spirit (1 Cor. i. 30). De Wette erroneously interprets : ‘those 
who are called to be saints.” So also Baumgarten-Crusius. The calling 
always refers to the salvation of the Messiah’s kingdom. But that the 
dytérn¢ is to be understood in-that Christian theocratic sense after the analogy 
of the Old Testament wp, and not of individual moral holiness (Pareus, 
Toletus, Estius, Grotius, Flatt, Gléckler, de Wette, and others), is plain 
from the very fact, that all Christians as Christians are ayvou.— yapig . . . . 
eipfvy] See Otto, in the Jahrb. f. d. Theol. 1867, p. 678 ff. Xdpic is the 
disposition, the subjective feeling in God and Christ, which the Apostle 
wishes to be entertained towards and shown to his readers ; eipjvy is the 
actual result, which is produced through the manifestation of the ydpvc : 


1 With these parallels before us, it isun- stood inno relation whatever to the church: 


reasonable to ask why Paul does not desig- 
nate the readers asa church. Bengel and 
van Hengel are of opinion that no regular 
congregational bond was as yet in exist- 
ence. Th. Schott thinks that Paul as yet 


The bytes év ’Poémuy x.7.A. are the church, and 
it is to the churches that he has written 
where he does not write to specified per- 
sons. 

2 Comp. Turretin, Wolf, and Bohme. , 
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grace and salvation (DY owi, the latter in every aspect in which it presents it- 
self as the Christian issue of the ydépcc. Comp. Melanchthon. The specifi- 
cally Christian element in this salutation’ lies in ard Ocov ratpicg ... . 
Xpiorov. Comp. 1 Cor. i. 3; 2 Cor. i. 2; Eph. i. 2; Phil. i. 2; 1 Thess. 
ie te 9 Thess, i. -1-f. + 1. Tim. £25.32 Tim. i..3; Tit. i. 4; Philem. 3. 
The special rendering of eip#vy, peace, which, following Chrysostom and 
Jerome, the majority, including Reiche, Olshausen, Tholuck, Philippi, Um- 
breit, and others retain (the higher peace which is given, not by the world, 
but by the consciousness of divine grace and love, see especially Umbreit, 
p- 190 ff.), must be abandoned, because ydpic kai cipfvy represent the general 
epistolary yaipe (Acts xv. 23 ; James i. 1), and thus the generality of the 
salutation is expressed in a way characteristically Christian. — rarfp juov 
means God, in so far as we, as Christians, are His children through the 
viobecia (see on Gal. iv. 5 ; Rom. viii. 15). — kai xvpiov] 4.¢. nat a6 xvpiov, not, 
as Gléckler, following Erasmus, takes it, ‘‘and the Father of our Lord 
Jesus Christ,” for against this view stands the decisive fact that God is 
never called our and Christ’s Father ; see also Tit. i. 4 ; 2 Tim. i. 2. The 
formal equalization of God and Christ cannot be certainly used as a proof 
(as Philippi and Mehring contend) of the divine nature of Christ—which, 
however, is otherwise firmly enough maintained by Paul—since the different 
predicates ratpéc and xvpiov imply the different conceptions of the causa 
principalis and medians. For this purpose different prepositions were not 
required ; comp. on Gal. i. 1. 

Vv. 8-15. First of all the Apostle now—as under various forms in all his 
epistles, with the exception of that to the Galatians (also not in 1 Timothy 
and Titus)—expresses with thanksgiving towards God his pious joy at the 
faith of his readers ; and then assures them of his longing to be with them 
and to labour among them personally. The thanksgiving is short, for it 
relates to a church not only personally unknown to him, but also far 
removed from the sphere of labour which he had hitherto occupied ; but 
the expression of it is in accordance with the position of the church in the 
metropolis of the world. 

Ver. 8. Iparov pév] [See Note VI. p. 75.] To that, which Paul desires jirst 
of all to write, there was meant to be subjoined something further, possibly by 
ixe:ta dé. But, amidst the ideas that now crowd upon him, he abandons this 
design, and thus the yév remains alone. Comp. iii. 2; and on Acts i. 1; 1 
Cor. xi. 18.2—16 Oce6 pov] oF eiui, @ kal Aatpebw, Acts xxvii. 23 ; comp. 1 Cor. 
i. 4; Phil. i. 3, iv. 19; Philem. 4.— ca "Iyood Xpioroi] These words—to be 
connected with eiyapioré, not with pov, as Koppe and Gléckler think, 
against which vii. 25 and Col. iii. 17 are clearly decisive—contain the medi- 
ation, through which the ebyapiore takes place. The Apostle gives thanks 
not on his own part and independently of Christ, not 6’ éavrov, but is con- 
scious of his thanksgiving being conveyed through Jesus Christ, as one who is 
present to his grateful thoughts ; in so far, namely, as that for which he thanks 


1 Regarding Otto’s attempted derivation 2 Schaefer, ad Dem. IV. p. 142; Hartung, 
of it from the Aaronic benediction, seeon1 Partikel, Il. p. 410. 
Cor. i. 3. 
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God is vividly perceived and felt by him to have been brought about through 
Christ. Comp. on Col. iii. 17; Eph. v. 20. Thus Christ is the mediating 
causal agent of the thanksgiving. To regard Him as its mediating presenter 
(Origen, Theophylact, Bengel, and others, including Hofmann) cannot be 
justified from Paul’s other writings, nor even by Heb. xiii. 15. Theodore 
of Mopsuestia well observes : tov Xpuorow tabrye huiv tHe ebyaptotiac Thy aitiay 
mapacxyouévov. —% tiotic budv] quite simply : your faith (on Christ) ; the 
praiseworthy character of the ziori is only set forth by the context (karayyéAa. 
év baw tr. x.) afterwards. Everywhere one hears your faith openly spoken of. 
Comp. xvi. 19. Observe how this flattering expression of the Apostle and 
the thanksgiving coupled with it, as also the ornpixOjvac x.7.4., in vv. 11, 12, 
point to the church not as Jewish-Christian, but as Pauline. Mangold’s 
reference to Phil. i. 15-18, in opposition to this inference, leaves out of view 
the quite different personal situation under which the latter was written. 
Comp. on Phil. i. 18, note. — év 6Aw 7. xéouw] a popular hyperbole, but how 
accordant with the position of the church in that city, towards which the 
eyes of the whole world were turned! Comp. 1 Thess. i. 8. It is, more- 
over, obvious of itself, that the subjects of the carayyéAAew are the believers. 
As to the unbelievers, see Acts xxviii. 22. 

Ver. 9. Tap] The pith of the following proof of the assurance conveyed in 
ver. 8 lies in adiadeixrwc, not in the desire to come to Rome, which is not 
subjoined till ver. 10 (Th. Schott). The interest felt by the Apostle in the 
Romans, which was so vivid that he unceasingly remembered them, etc., 
had even now urged him to his eiyapioré rH OeG k.7.A. —pdproe . . . . Oedc] 
The asseveration in the form of an oath (comp. 2 Cor. i. 23, xi. 31 ; Phil. i. 
8) is intended solemnly to strengthen the impression of what he has to say ; 
viewed with reference to the circumstance which might readily excite sur- 
prise, that he, the Apostle of the Gentiles, had never yet laboured in the 
church—which nevertheless was Pauline—of the capital of the Gentile 
world. See vv. 10-13. The hypothesis of ‘‘ iniguos rumores,” that had 
reached his ears from Rome (van Hengel), is unnecessary and unsupported 
by any trace in the letter. — 6 Aatpetw x.7.2.] added to strengthen the assev- 
eration with respect to its sacred conscientiousness : to whom I render holy 
service in my spirit, i.e. in my moral self-consciousness, which is the living 
inner sphere of that service.'’ This év 76 xv. ov, on which lies the practical 
stress of the relative clause, excludes indeed all Aarpetecv of a merely exter- 
nal kind, exercising itself in works, or even impure ; but is not intended 
to suggest a definite contrast to this, which would here be without due 
motive. It is rather the involuntary expression of the profoundly vivid 
Seeling of inward experience. The Apostle knows and feels that the depths 
of his innermost life are pervaded by his Aarpetecyv. Comp. @ Aatpebw ... 2. 
év kabapg ovverdqoet, in 2 Tim. i. 3 ; also Heb. xii. 28. Td mvedyua pov cannot 
be the Holy Spirit (Theodoret),? but Paul bore the witness of that Spirit in 


1 Comp. Ernesti, Urspr. d. Stinde, TI. p.89 stowed on the Apostle (mov). See, against 
f.; see also on John iv. 23. this view, Rich. Schmidt, Paul, Christol. p. 
2 Holsten also (z. Hv. d. Paul.u. Petr.p. 38 ff. 
386) understands it of the Holy Spirit as de- 
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his own spirit (viii. 16 ; ix. 1). — év r6 evayy. Tr. viod abrod| in the gospel of his 
Son, which I preach, defend, etc. That is the great sphere to which He is 
called in the service of God, in the consciousness of which he is impelled by 
an inward necessity to devote to his readers that fervent sympathy of which 
he assures them. Grotius and Reiche think there is an implied contrast to 
the Aarpeia év TS vdum, Which however is quite foreign to the connection. 
Can we think of a side-glance at the Jewish style of teaching—when the 
discourse breathes only love and warmth of affection ?— d¢ adiad.] &¢ does not 
stand for ér: (as following the Vulgate, the majority, including Fritzsche, 
think), but expresses the manner (the degree). God is my witness, how un- 
ceasingly, etc. Comp. Phil. i. 8; 2 Cor. vii. 15; 1 Thess. ii. 10; Acts x. 
28; Calvin ; Philippi ; van Hengel.' The idea of modality must be every- 
where retained, where d¢ takes the place of 671. *— pr. bu. rovoip. | make men- 
tion of you, viz. in my prayers. See ver. 10. Comp. Eph. i. 16 ; Phil. i. 3 ; 
1 Thess. i. 2. 

Ver. 10. Ildvrote . . . deduevoc] annexes to wc adiad. the more precise defini- 
tion: in that (so that) I always (each time) in my prayers request. éri, which 
is to be referred to the idea of definition of time (Bernhardy, p. 246), indi- 
cates the form of action which takes place. Comp. 1 Thess. i. 2; Eph. 
i. 16 ; Philem. 4 ; Winer, p. 352 [E. T. 376]. —elrw¢ 709 roré] if perhaps 
at length on some occasion. For examples of 76n, already (Baeumlein, Part. 
p. 188 ff.), which, comparing another time with the present, conveys by the 
reference to something long hoped for but delayed the idea at length, see 
Hartung, Partikel. I. p. 238 ; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 607 ; comp. Phil. iv. 10, 
and the passages in Kypke. Th. Schott incorrectly renders rdvrore, under 
all circumstances, which it never means, and 7dy rére as if it were 757 viv or 
dpte. The mode of expression by eixw¢e implies somewhat of modest fear, 
arising from the thought of possible hindrances.* — eiodwhjoouac| I shall have 
the good fortune. The active evodovv is seldom used in its proper signification, 
to lead well, expeditum iter praebere, as in Soph. O. 0. 1487 ; Theophr. de 
caus. pl. v. 6, 7; LXX. Gen. xxiv. 27, 48; the passive, however, never 
means via recta incedere, expeditum iter habere, but invariably (even in Prov. 
xvii. 8) metaphorically: prospero successu gaudere.* Therefore the explana- 
tion of a prosperous journey, which besides amounts only to an accessory 
modal idea (Beza, Estius, Wolf, and many others following the Vulgate and 
Oecumenius ; including van Hengel and Hofmann), must be rejected, and 
not combined with ours (Umbreit). — év r¢ 0cA. r. Ocov]in virtue of the will 
of God ; on this will the eiodw6. causally depend. 

Ver. 11. ’Exiro0965] not valde cupio, but denoting the direction of the long- 
ing. Comp. on 2 Cor. v. 2; Phil. i. 8. — ydpropa rvevparixéy| Paul calls that, 
which he intends to communicate to the Romans through his longed-for per- 
sonal presence among them (ideiv ; comp. Acts xix. 21, xxviii. 20) a spiritual 


1 See also Ellendt, Zea. Soph. IT. p. 1000. 4See Herod. vi. 78; 1 Cor. xvi. 2; 3 John 
2See the passages in Heindorf, ad Plat. 2; LXX. 2 Chron. xiii. 12; Ps. i. 3, and fre- 
Hipp. maj. p. 281, Jacobs. ad Ach. Tat. p. 566. quently ; Ecclus. xi, 16, xli. 1; Tob. iv. 19, v. 
3 Comp. xi. 14; and on Phil. iii. 11; 1 16; Test. XII. Patr. p. 684, 
Macc. iv. 10, ~ 
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gift of grace ; because in his apprehension all such instruction, comfort, joy, 
strengthening, etc., as are produced by means of his labours, are regarded not 
as procured by his own human individuality, but as a result which the rvetpa 
aywov works by means of him—the gracious working of the Spirit, whose organ 
heis. While it was highly arbitrary in Toletus, Bengel, Michaelis, and others 
to refer the expression to the apostolic miraculous gifts—against which the 
evayyedicacba in ver. 15 is conclusive—it was a very gratuitous weakening of 
its force to explain it (as is done by Morus, Rosenmiiller, K6llner, Maier, Th. 
Schott) as a gift referring to the (human) spirit; ‘‘a gift for the inner life,” 
Hofmann. In such an interpretation the specifically Christian point of 
view (1 Cor. xii. 4 5 comp. evAoyia rvevuatixgj, Eph. i. 8) is left out of account ; 
besides, rvevwatixéy would imply nothing characteristic in that case ; for 
that Paul did not desire to communicate any gifts of another sort, e.g. 
external, would be taken for granted. — The expression tr... yép. is 
modest (uetpidfovtoc, Oecumenius). Note also the arrangement by which the 
words are made to stand apart, and this delicate r:, the substantial ydapioua, 
and the qualifying zvevparixdy, are brought into the more special promi- 
nence.'! —ei¢ Td ornp. buac| Object of the intended communication of such a 
gift ; that ye may be established, namely, in the Christian character and life. 
[See Note VII. p. 75.] See ver. 12; comp. Acts xvi. 5; Rom. xvi. 25; 
1 Thess. iii. 2. The ornypiga is conceived as being divinely wrought by 
means of the Spirit, hence the passive expression ; it was to be accomplished 
however, as Paul hoped, through him as the instrument of the Spirit. Man- 
gold, p. 82, has, without any ground in the text, assumed, that this estab- 
lishment has reference to ‘‘ their abandoning their Jewish-Christian scruples 
regarding the mission to the Gentiles,” whereas ver. 12 rather testifies to the 
- Pauline Christianity of the Romans. This remark applies also against 
Sabatier, p. 166, who understands ‘‘une conception de l’évangile de Jésus 
plus large et plus spirituelle.” 

Ver. 12. Towro dé tore] This, however, which I have just designated as my 
longing (namely, ideiv ipac, wa . . . ornptxO. bua) means, thereby I intend to 
say nothing else than, etc. By this modifying explanation, subjoined with 
humility, and expressed in a delicate complimentary manner (Erasmus puts 
the matter too strongly, ‘‘ pia vafrities ét sancta adulatio”), Paul guards 
himself, in presence of a church to which he was still a stranger, from the 
possible appearance of presumption and of forming too low an estimate of 
the Christian standpoint of his readers.? — cvurapaxAnOjva:] must be under- 


VOn peradidévac ti te (instead of rivi 
tivos), comp. 1 Thess. ii. 8; Tob. vii. 9; 2 
Macc. i. 35. So sometimes, although sel- 
dom, in classic authors, Herod. viii. 5, ix. 84; 
Xen. Anab. iv. 5, 5; Schaef. Melet. p. 21; 
Kiihner, IT. i. p. 295. 

2 The delicate turn which he gives to the 
matter is this: “‘ to see you, in order that I,” 
etc., means nothing more than “to be 
quickened along with and among you,” etc. 
Consequently cvpmapaxd, is parallel to the 


isetv; for bothinfinitives must have the same 
subject. If ovpmapaxd. x.7.A. had been 
meant to be merely a delicate explanation 
of otyprxOjva tuas (the usual exposition 
after Chrysostom), then éué must neces- 
sarily have been added to cupmrapaxda. Gro- 
tius aptly says: “ ovumapaxdA. regitur ab 
émiro$@.”’ The true interpretation is given 
also by Bengel and Th. Schott; comp. 
Olshausen, Ewald, and Hofmann, who erro- 
neously imputes to me the common view. 
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stood not, with the Peshito, Vulgate, Valla, Erasmus, Luther, Piscator, de 
Dieu, and many others, including Koppe and Ewald, in the sense of comfort 
or of refreshment (Castalio, Grotius, Cramer, Rosenmiiller, Bbhme)—which 
it would be necessary that the context should call for, as in 1 Thess. iii. 2 ; 
2 Thess. ii. 17, but which it here forbids by the general ideiv tuac, iva k.T.A. 
-——but in the quite general sense of Christian encouragement and quicken- 
ing. The cvu.—however is not to be explained by tua kai guavrdv ; on the 
contrary, the év iyiv renders it necessary that Paul alone should be con- 
ceived as the subject of cvwrapaxAntjva. He desires to be quickened among 
the Romans (év iziv) at the same time with them, and this by the faith com- 
mon to both, theirs and his, which should mutually act and react in the 
way of the Christian sympathy that is based on specific harmony of faith. 
That the readers are not the subject of the cvurapaxa. (Fritzsche, van Hen- 
gel) is certain from év ipiv, which, if it meant in animis vestris (van Hengel), 
would be a perfectly superfluous addition. — The compound ovyrapak2. occurs 
only here in the N. T., and is not found in the LXX. or Apocr. ;*—7 év aa- 
Ahdowe wiottc, More significant of the hearty character of the faith than 7 aa- 
Ahiwv wiorc, is the faith of both viewed in its mutual identity, so that the 
faith which lives in the one lives also in the other. — ipéyv re Kat éuov| placed 
in this order with delicate tact. 

Ver. 18. My longing towards you has often awakened in me the purpose 
of coming to you, in order also among you, etc. Paul might have placed a 
cai before rpoef., but was not obliged to do so (in opposition to Hofmann’s 
objection); and he has not put it, because he did not think of it. The dis- 
course proceeds from the desire (ver. 11) to the purpose, which is coming 
nearer to realization. Hence it is the less necessary to transfer the weight 
of the thought in ver. 13 to the clause expressive of purpose (Mangold). — 
ob OéAw d& tu. ayv.] The Apostle lays stress on this communication. 
Comp. on xi. 25. The dé is the simple petaBatixév. —xkai éxwA. axpe Tov 
detpo] is a parenthesis separated from the structure of the sentence, so 
that iva attaches itself to mpoc8. 00. rp. tu. The kai, however, is not to 
be taken as adversative, as KGéllner still thinks (see, in opposition to this, 
Fritzsche), but as the simple and marking the sequence of thought, which 
here (comp. John xvii. 10) intervenes parenthetically. For the view which 
makes it still dependent on é7:, so that it introduces the second part of 
what the readers are to know (Hofmann), is precluded by the following 
clause of purpose, which can only apply to that resolution so often formed. 
— depo] used only here in the N. T. as a particle @f time, but more fre- 
quently in Plato and later authors; see Wetstein. That by which Paul had 
been hitherto hindered, may be seen in xv. 22; consequently it was neither 
by the devil (1 Thess. ii. 18) nor by the Holy Spirit (Acts xvi. 6 f.). Gro- 
tius aptly observes (comp. xv. 22): ‘‘ Magis urgebat necessitas locorum, in 
quibus Christus erat ignotus.” — iva tiva xaprov «.t.4.] is entirely parallel in 
sense with iva rz yerado «.t.A. in ver. 11, and it is a gratuitous refining on 
the figurative xaprév to find specially indicated here the conversion of unbe- 


1 But see Plat. Rep. p. 555 A; and Polyb. v. 83, 3. 
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lievers beyond the range which the church had hitherto embraced (Hofmann); 
comp. also Th. Schott, and even Mangold, who takes the Apostle as an- 
nouncing his desire to take in hand the Gentile mission also among his read- 
ers, so that the xapré¢ would be Gentiles to be converted. No; by xaprév 
Paul, with a complimentary egotism flattering to the readers, describes that 
which his personal labours among the Romans would have effected—conse- 
quently what had been said without metaphor in ver. 11—according to a 
current figure (John iv. 36, xv. 16; Phil. i. 22; Col. i. 6), as harvest-fruit 
which he would have had among them, and which as the produce of his 
labour would have been his (ideal) possession among them. But in this view 
the literal sense of éyecv (comp. vi. 21 f.) is not even to be altered by tak- 
ing it as conseqgut (Wolf, Kypke, Koppe, Kéllner, Tholuck, and others). 
To postpone the having the fruit, however, till the last day (Mehring) is 
quite alien to the context. — adc Kai év toig Aour &6v.] as also among the re- 
maining nations, i.e. Gentiles (see on ver. 5), namely, I have fruit. In the 
animation and fulness of his thought Paul has inserted twice the kai of 
comparison, inasmuch as there was present to his mind the twofold concep- 
tion: (1) ‘‘among you also,’ as among ;” and (2) ‘‘ among you, as also among.” 
So frequently in Greek authors.? There is therefore no grammatical reason 
for commencing the new sentence with xa6é¢ (Mehring), nor is it in ac- 
cordance with the repetition of the év. 

Vv. 14, 15. Fuller explanation regarding the previous iva tivé xapr. ox@ 
kal évtpiv, kabdco nai év tT. Aoum. EOveoryv. — Respecting BdpBapau 
(dvoua 76 ovx ‘EAAqvixdy, Ammonius), which, according to Greek feeling and 
usage, denotes generally all non- Greeks (Plat. Polit. p. 262 D)—all who were 
strangers to Greek nationality and language—see Dougt. Anal. II. p. 100 
f.; Hermann, Staatsalterth. § 6,1. How common it was to designate all 
nations by thus dividing them into ‘EA. x. B4ép8., seein Wetstein and Kypke, 
with examples from Philo in Loesner, p. 248. Of course the Hellenes in- 
cluded the Jews also among the BdpBapa (a view which is attributed even to 
Philo, but without sufficient ground), while the Jews in their turn applied 
this designation to the Hellenes. See Grimm on 2 Macc. ii. 21, p. 61. Now 
it may be asked : did Paul include the Romans among the "EAAnvec or among 
the BapBapou ? The latter view is maintained by Reiche and Kdllner, follow- 
ing older writers ; the former is held by Ambrosiaster, Estius, Kypke, and 
others, and the former alone would be consistent with that delicacy which 
must be presumed on the Apostle’s part, as in fact, since Hellenic culture 


Laodiceans, and (vv. 5, 6) the Romans. 
Schott is compelled to resort to very forc- 


1That the “ you’’ must mean the Roman 
Christians, and not the still unconverted 


Romans (Th. Schott), is clearly shown by 
all the passages, from ver. 8 onward, in 
which the wets occurs; and especially by 
the vpiv rots év "Pouy in ver. 15. As regards 
their nationality, they belong to the cate- 
gory of Gentiles. Comp. xi. 18, xvi. 4; Gal. 
ii. 12, 14; Eph. iii. 1. But if Paul is the 
Apostle of the Gentiles, the Gentiles already 
converted also belong to his apostolic 
sphere of labour, as ¢.g. the Colossians and 


ed suggestions regarding év vuty and viv, 
especially here and in ver. 15; as also Man- 
gold, who can only find therein a geograph- 
ical designation (comp. Hofmann: ‘“ he 
addresses them as a constituent portion of 
the people of Rome”). Comp. on ver. 15. 

2 See Baeumlein, Partikell. p. 153; Stall- 
baum, ad Plat. Gorg. p. 457 E; Winer, p. 
409 [E. 'T. 440]. 
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had become prevalent in Rome, especially since the time of Augustus, the 
Roman community was regarded from the Roman point of view as separated 
from the barbaria, and only nations like the Germans, Scythians, etc., were 
reckoned to belong to the latter.’ But the following cogoig te Kai avofroc, as 
also the circumstance that the Romans, although they separated themselves 
from the barbarians (@reek authors included them among these, Polyb. v. 
104, 1, ix. 87, 5, Krebs and Kypke in loc.), are nowhere reckoned among the 
Hellenes or designated as such, make it evident that the above question is to 
be entirely excluded here, and that Paul’s object is merely to set forth gener- 
ally his obligation as Apostle of the Gentiles in its wniversality. This he 
does in the form of a twofold division, according to nationality, and accord- 
ing to condition of culture, so that the thought which he would express is : 
I am in duty bound to all Gentiles, without distinction of their nationality or 
of their culture; therefore I am ready, to you also, etc. — dgecdéry¢] Paul re- 
gards the divine obligation of office, received through Christ (ver. 5), as the 
undertaking of a debt, which he has to discharge by preaching the Gospel 
among all Gentile nations.*— obtw] so, that is, in accordance with this relation, 
by which I am in duty bound to the "EAdano: tr. x. BapB., to the cog. Tt. k. 
avofr. It does not refer to xafdc, ver. 13, which is dependent on the pre- 
ceding xa? év iuiv, but gathers up in itself the import of "EAAjoe . . . . elpe: 
so then, ita, sic igitur.* Bengel well says : ‘¢ est quasi ephiphonema et illatio 
a toto ad partem insignem.” — The obrw 16 kar’ éué mpd0vuov (sc. éori) is to be 
translated : accordingly, the inclination on my part [lit. the on-my-part incli- 
nation] is, so that rd belongs to rpdébvpor, though the expression 16 kar’ éué 
rpo0vuov, is not substantially different from the simple 7d rpdé@vuéy you, but 
only more significantly indicative of the idea that Paul on his part was will- 
ing, etc. Comp. on Eph.i.15. He says therefore : in this state of the case 
the inclination which exists on his side is, to preach to the Romans also. At the 
same time xar’ éué is purposely chosen out of a feeling of dependence on a 
higher Will (ver. 10), rather than the simple rd mpd0vudv pov, instead of 
which 1d éuod mpdé0vuov would come nearer to the expression by kar’ éué.* 
The above connection of rd . . . . xpd0yuov is adopted by Seb. Schmid, 
Kypke, Reiche, Fritzsche, Philippi, van Hengel, Mehring, and others. So 
also Th. Schott, who however takes ojrw in a predicative sense ; a8 does 
likewise Hofmann ; Thus the case stands as to the fact and manner of the in- 
clination on my part. This however is the less appropriate, because ver. 14 
contains, not the mode, but the regulative basis of the rpofvpia of ver. 15. 
If rd kar’ éué be taken by itself, and not along with rpé0vuov, there would re- 
sult the meaning : there is, so far as I am concerned, an inclination ; comp. 
de Wette. But, however correct in linguistic usage might be 7d xar’ éué,° 


1 Comp. Cicero, de fin. ii. 15, “non solum 4 On the substantival rpd@vuov, in the 
_ Graecia et Italia sed etiam omnis bar- sense of mpodupuia, comp. 3 Mace. Vv. 26; Plat. 


baria.”’ Leg. ix. p. 859 B; Eur. Med. 178 ; Thue. iii. 
2 Comp. inreference to this subject, Acts 82, 8; Herodian, viii. 3, 15. 
xxvi. 17f.; Gal. ii. 7 ; 1 Cor. ix. 16. 5 See Schaefer, ad Bos. Ell. p. 278; Mat- 


3 See Hermann, ad Luc, de hist. conscr.p. _ thiae, p. 784. 
161; Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 307 [E. T. 857]. 
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which would here yield the sense pro mea virili, as in Dem. 1210, 20, the 
mpéOvuov without a verb would stand abruptly and awkwardly, because not 
the mere copula éori, but éori in the sense of mapeott, adest, would require to 
be supplied. Beza, Grotius, Bengel, Tholuck, Riickert, K6éllner, Baumgar- 
ten-Crusius, take 7d xar’ éué as a periphrasis for éyé, so that mpd0vuov must be 
taken as the predicate (I on my part am disposed). Without sanction from 
the wsus loquendi; what is cited by Kéllner from Vigerus, p. 7 f., and by 
Tholuck, is of a wholly different kind. The Greek would express this mean- 
ing by 1d y’ éudv mpdéyyov.'— kai duiv] as also included in that general obliga- 
tion of mine ; and not: although ye belong to the codoi (Bengel, Philippi), 
which the text does not suggest. But roi¢ év ‘Péuy is added with emphasis, 
since Rome (‘‘ caput et theatrum orbis terrarum,” Bengel) could least of all 
be exempted from the task assigned to the Apostle of the Gentiles. Hof- 
mann erroneously holds (comp. Mangold, p. 84) that Paul addresses the 
readers by duiv, not in their character as Christians, but as Romans, and that 
evayyedioacba means the preaching to those still unconverted ; comp. Th. 
Schott, p. 91. No, he addresses the Christian church in Rome, to which he 
has not yet preached, but wishes to preach, the tidings of salvation, which 
they have up to the present time received from others. As in every verse, 
from the 6th to the 13th, so also here the ivei¢ can only be the «Ayro? ’I. X., 
ver. 6 f., in Rome.? 

Vv. 16, 17. Transition to the theme (ob yap éraioy. T. evayy.), and the 
theme itself (Stvayig . . . . Choerat). 

Ver. 16. Tap] Paul confirms negatively his xpofuyia. . . . ebayyedicacba, 
for which he had previously assigned a positive motive. — ob yap éxacy. T. 
evayy.| Written, no doubt, with a recollection of what he had experienced 
in other highly civilized cities (Athens, Corinth, Ephesus), as well as, gen- 
erally, in reference to the contents of the Gospel as a preaching of the cross 
(1 Cor. i. 18).* Hence the negative form of the expression, as in contrast with 
the feeling of shame which that experience might have produced in him, as 
if the Gospel were something worthless, through which one could gain no 
honour and could only draw on himself contempt, mockery, etc. Comp. 2 
Tim. 1. 12. — éraoybvoua (Plat. Soph. p. 247,D ; 2 Tim. i. 8), and aicybvoua, 
with accusative of the object : see Kiihner, II. i. p. 255 f.; Bernhardy, p. 
113. — dévayic yap Ocod éor] Ground of the ov« érauwy. t. ebayy. Power of God 
(genitive of the subject) is the Gospel, in so far as God works by means of the 
message of salvation. By awaking repentance, faith, comfort, love, peace, 
joy, courage in life and death, hope, etc., the Gospel manifests itself as power, 
as a mighty potency, and that of God, whose revelation and work the Gospel is 


1 Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 583 A. 

2 See besides, against Mangold, Beyschlag 
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1867, p. 642 f. 

* From his own point of view, viz. that 
the church in Rome was Jewish- Christian, 
Mangold, p. 98 f., suggests theocratic scru- 
ples on the part of the readers regarding 
the Apostle’s universalism. An idea incon- 
' sistent with the notion conveyed by éracy., 


and lacking any other indication whatever 
in the text; for the subsequent “Iovéaiw re 
mp@tov «x.T.A. cannot have been designed 
cautiously to meet such doubts (see, on the 
other hand, ii. 9); but only to serve as ex- 
pressive of the objective state of the case as 
regards the historical order of salvation, in 
accordance with the doctrinal development 
of principles which Paul has in view. 
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(hence 16 ebvayy. rov Oeov, xv. 16 ; 2Cor. xi. 7 ; 1 Thess. ii. 2). Comp. 1 Cor. 
i. 18, 24. The expression asserts more than that the Gospel is ‘‘a powerful 
means in the hand of God” (Riickert), and is based on the fact that it is the 
living self-manifestation and effluence of God, as jjua Ocod (Eph. vi. 17). 
Paul knew how to honour highly the message of salvation which it was his 
office to convey, and he was not ashamed of it. Here also, as in vv. 1, 9, 
7d evayy. is not the work or business of conveying the message (Th. Schott), 
but the message itself. — ei¢ owrnpiav| Working of this power of God : unto 
salvation, consequently with saving power. And what salvation is here meant, 
was understood by the reader ; for owrypia and odfecba are the standing ex- 
pressions for the eternal salvation in the Messianic kingdom (comp. $hoerat, ver. 
17), the opposite of améAeva (Phil. i. 28 ; comp. @dvaroc, 2 Cor. 11. 16). Comp. 
generally, James i. 21, rdv Adyov rov duvduevoy cdoa tac poydc tudv. As to 
how .the Gospel works salvation, see ver. 17. — ravti 6 miorebovt:] shows 
to whom the Gospel is the power of God unto salvation. [See Note VIII. p. 
76.| Faith is the condition on the part of man, without which the Gospel 
cannot be to him effectually that power ; for in the unbeliever the causa ap- 
prehendens of its efficacy is wanting. Comp. ver. 17. Melanchthon aptly 
says : ‘‘ Non enim ita intelligatur haec efficacia, ut si de calefactione loquere- 
mur : ignis est efficax in stramine, etiamsi stramen nihil agit.” — ravri gives 
emphatic prominence to the universality, which is subsequently indicated in 
detail. Comp. iii. 22. —’Iovdaiw re rporov x. "EAAnu| te . . . . kai denotes 
the equality of what isadded.' rpérov expresses the priority ; but not merely 
in regard to the divinely appointed order of succession, in accordance with 
which the preaching of the Messiah was to begin with the Jews and thence 
extend to the Gentiles, as Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Grotius, 
and many others, including Olshausen, van Hengel and Th. Schott, have 
understood it ; but in reference to the jirst claim on the Messianic salvation 
in accordance with the promise, which was in fact the ground of that external 
order of succession in the communication of the Gospel. So Erasmus, Calo- 
vius, and others, including Reiche, Tholuck, Riickert, Fritzsche, de Wette, 
Philippi, Ewald, Hofmann. That this is the Pauline view of the rela- 
tion is plain from iii. 1 f. ; ix. 1 ff. ; xi. 16 ff. ; xv. 9; comp. John iv. 22 ; 
Matt. xv. 24; Acts xiii. 46. The Jews are the viol tic Baod., Matt. viii. 
12. —"EAAnu:] denotes, in contrast to ’Iovdaiw all Non-Jews. Acts xiv. 1; 1 
Cor. x. 32 al. 

Ver. 17 illustrates and gives a reason for the foregoing affirmation : divaycc 
Ocov tot cig owt. T. T. mLoT., Which could not be the case, unless dcxacoobvy 
Geov x.t.A. [See Note IX. p. 76.]— dexacooivy Ocov] That this does not denote, 
as in iii, 5, an attribute of God,? is plain from the passage cited in proof 


1 See Hartung, Paritikell, I. p. 99; Baeum- 
lein, Part. p. 225. 

2TIt has been understood as the truthful- 
ness of God (Ambrosiaster) ; as the justitia 
Dei essentialis (Osiander); as the justitia 
distributiva (Origen, and several of the 
older expositors, comp. Flatt) ; as the good- 


ness of God (Schoettgen, Semler, Morus, 
Krehl); as the justifying righteousness of 
God (Mircker). According to Ewald it is 
the divine righteousness regarded as power 
and life-blessing, in the goodness of which 
man may and must fully participate, if he 
would not feel its sting and its penalty. 
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from Hab. ii. 4, where, by necessity of the connection, 6 dixacog must denote 
the person who is in the state of the dixaootvy Ocov. Comp. iii. 21 ff. It 
must therefore be an ethical relation of man that is meant ; and the genitive 
Ocov must (otherwise in Jas. i. 20)’ be rendered as the genitive of emanation 
JSrom, consequently : rightness which proceeds from God, the relation of being 
right into which man is put by God (i.e. by an act of God declaring him 
righteous).? This interpretation of the genitive as gen. originis, acutely and 
clearly set forth anew by Pfleiderer,* is more specially evident from iii. 23, 
where Paul himself first explains the expression dixaocbvy Oeov, and that by 
dixaobuevor Swpedy TH avtov ydpirc, Which is turned in ver. 26 to the active 
form : dikaotvta tov éx riotewe ; Comp. ver. 30, viii. 38, according to which 
the genitive appears equivalent to é« Oeot (Phil. iii. 9), in contrast to the 
éuh and idia dixacoobvy (Rom. x. 8), and to the dixaovv éavrév (Luke xii. 15). 
The passage in 2 Cor. v. 21 is not opposed to this view (as Fritzsche thinks) ; 
see in loc. ; nor are the expressions d:xacovofar évdriov Oecd (iii. 20), and 
mapa Ged (Gal. iii, 11), for these represent a special form under which the 
relation is conceived, expressing more precisely the judicial nature of the 
matter. Hence it is evident that the interpretation adopted by many 
modern writers (including Kéllner, Fritzsche, Philippi, Umbreit), following 
Luther : ‘‘ righteousness before God,” although correct in point of substance, 
is unsuitable as regards the analysis of the genitive, which they take as geni- 
tive of the object. This remark applies also against Baur, who (Paulus, II. 
p. 146 ff.) takes the genitive objectively as the dixacootvy determined by the 
idea of God, adequate to that idea ; whilst in his newtest. Theol. p. 134, he 
prefers to take the genitive subjectively : the righteousness produced through 
God, z.e. ‘*the manner in which God places man in the adequate relation to 
Himself.”—The following remarks may serve exegetically to illustrate the 
idea of dixacoobvy Oeot, Which in the Gospel is revealed from faith :—Since 
God, as the holy Lawgiver and Judge, has by the law imposed on man the 
task of keeping it entirely and perfectly (Gal. iii. 10), He can only receive 
and treat as a dixasoc who is such, as he should be—as one normally guiltless 
and upright, who should be so, therefore, habitually—the person who keeps 
the whole law ; or, in other words, only the man who is perfectly obedient 
to the law can stand to God in the relation of dxavocbvy. Such perfection 
however no man could attain ; not merely no Gentile, since in his case the 
natural moral law was obscured through immorality, and through dis- 
obedience to it he had fallen into sin and vice ; but also no Jew, for natural 
desire, excited by the principle of sin in him through the very fact of legal 
prohibition, hindered in his case the fulfilment of the divine law, and ren- 


Comp. Matthias on iii. 21: a righteousness, 
such as belongs to God, consequently, “a 
righteousness which exists also inwardly 
and is in every respect perfect.” 

1 Where whatis meant is the rightness re- 
quired by God, which man is supposed to 
realize through exerting himself in works. 

2 Comp. Chrysostom, Bengel, and others, 
including Riickert, Olshausen, Reiche, de 


Wette, Winer, p. 175 [E. T. 186]; Winzer 
de vocid. Sixatos, Suxacocvvy, et Stxarody in ep. 
ad Rom. p. 10); Bisping, van Hengel, Er- 
nesti, Urspr. d. Stinde, 1. p. 153; Mehring ; 
also Hofmann (comp. his Schrifibew. I. p. 
627); Holsten, 2. Hv. d. Paul. u. Petr. p. 
408f.; Weiss, didl. Theol. p. 330f.; Rich. 
Schmidt, Paulin. Christol. p. 10. 
3 In Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1872, p. 168 ff. 
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dered him also, without exception, morally weak, a sinner and object of the 
divine wrath. If therefore man was to enter into the relation of a righteous 
person and thereby of a future participator in the Messianic blessedness, it . 
was necessary that this should be done by means of an extraordinary divine 
arrangement, through which grace and reconciliation should be imparted 
to the object of wrath, and he should be put forward for the judgment of 
God as righteous. This arrangement has been effected through the sending 
of His Son and His being given up to His bloody death as that of a guiltless 
sacrifice ; whereby God’s counsel of redemption, formed from eternity, has 
been accomplished,—objectively for all, subjectively to be appropriated on 
the part of individuals through faith, which is the dpyavov Ayrrixév. And, 
as this plan of salvation is the subject-matter of the Gospel, so in this Gospel 
that which previously, though prefigured by the justification of Abraham, 
was an unrevealed pvorfpiv, namely, righteousness from Cod, is revealed 
(aroxaainrera:), inasmuch as the Gospel makes known both the accomplished 
work of redemption itself and the means whereby man appropriates the 
redemption, namely, faith in Christ, which, imputed to him as righteousness 
(iv. 5), causes man to be regarded and treated by God out of grace and 
dwpedy (iti, 24) as righteous (dixasoc), so that he, like one who has perfectly 
obeyed the law, is certain of the Messianic bliss destined for the diacov.' 
The so-called obedientia Christi activa is not to be included in the causa 
meritoria of the divine justification ; but is to be regarded as the fulfilment 
of a preliminary condition necessary to the death of Jesus, so far as the jus- 
tification of man was objectively based on the latter ; without the complete 
active obedience of Christ (consequently without His sinlessness) His passive 
obedience could not have been that causa meritoria (2 Cor. v. 21). — aroka- 
Abnreral] is revealed ; for previously, and in the absence of the Gospel, the 
Sixacoobvy Ocod was and is something quite hidden in the counsel of God, the 


1 Justification is simply imputative, an 
actus forensis, not inherent, and therefore 
not a gradual process, as Romang anew 
maintains, but produced by the imputation 
of faith. The new moral life in Christ is 
the necessary consequence (Rom. vi. 8), so 
that regeneration comes after justification— 
a divine order of salvation inconsistent 
with all Osiandrian views. See Ritschl, in 
the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1857, p. 795 ff., 
altkath. Kirche, p. 76 ff. The regenerate life is 
neither a part (Baumgarten-Crusius) nor the 
positive side (Baur) of justification, the con- 
ception of which is not to be referred either 
to the consciousness of liberation from guilt 
given with conversion (Schleiermacher) ; or 
to the unity of forgiveness with the instill- 
ing of love (Marheineke) ; or to an anticipa- 
tion of the judgment of God on faith in respect 
to the divine Jife which develops itself from 
it as its fruit (Rothe, Martensen, Hundesha- 
gen, and others, including Tholuck on v. 9, 
and Catholics like Déllinger, see on iv. 3)— 


so that, with regard to its truth, it would 
have to be made dependent on sanctijica- 
tion (Nitzsch), or the dying out of sin (Beck), 
and so forth,—or to the establishment of 
the new sanctified humanity in the person of 
Christ (Menken-Hofmann). The Form. Conc., 
p. 687, rightly warns: “‘ne ea quae fidem prae- 
cedunt et ea quae eam sequuntur articulo de 
justificatione, tanquam ad justificationem 
pertinentia, admisceantur.” Respecting 
the sensus forensis of justification, which is 
by no means a product of medizval scholas- 
ticism (in opposition to Sabatier, p. 263), 
comp. Késtlin in the Jahrd.f. Deutsche Theol. 
1856, p. 89 ff.; and in its purely exegetical 
aspect, especially Wieseler on Gal. ii. 16, 
Pfleiderer in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1872, p. 
161 ff., and Weiss, dbl. Theol. § 112. We may 
add that with Luther’s doctrine of justifica- 
tion Zwingli substantially concurs. See, for 
defence of the latter (against Stahl), Ritschl, 
Rechtfert. u. Versdhnung, 1870, I. p. 165 ff. 
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knowledge of which is first given in the Gospel (comp. xvi. 25; Acts 
xvii. 30). The prophecies of the Old Testament were only preparatory and 
promissory (ver. 2), and therefore were only the means of introducing the 
evangelical revelation itself (xvi. 26). The present is used, because the 
Gospel is conceived of in its continuous proclamation. Comp. the perfect, 
repavépwrat, ill. 21, and on the other hand the historical aorist gavepwhévrog 
in xvi. 26. Through the droxdavyc ensues the gavepovoba, through the 
revelation the being manifest as object of knowledge. — ék riorewe ei¢ riotiv] 
may not be connected with dxaoo. (Luther, Hammond, Bengel, Koppe, 
Riickert, Reiche, Tholuck, Philippi, Mehring, and others), but rather—as 
the only arrangement which the position of the words admits without arbi- — 
trariness—with aroxaAtrrerar. So also van Hengel and Hofmann ; comp. 
Luke ii. 35. The dcxaootvy Oeov, namely, is revealed in the Gospel é 
. miorewc, inasmuch as in the Gospel faith on Christ is made known as the subjec- 
tive cause from which righteousness comes. Thus the Gospel, as the pijya rig 
miorewe (x. 8) and Adyoe tHe KataAAayge (2 Cor. v. 19), makes the divine right- 
eousness become manifest from faith, which it in fact preaches as that 
which becomes imputed ; for him who does not believe the ako) riorewe 
(Gal. ili. 2), it leaves this d:cacooivy to remain a locked-up unrevealed bless- 
ing. But it is not merely é« riorewc, but also ei¢ riot 3 to faith (comp. 2 Cor. 
ii. 16). Inasmuch, namely, as righteousness is revealed in the Gospel from 
faith, faith is aimed at, i.e., the revelation spoken of proceeds from faith, 
and is designed to produce faith. This sense, equivalent to ‘‘ ut jides 
habeatur,” and rightly corresponding alike with the simple words and the 
context, is adopted by Heumann, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Krehl, Nielsen, and 
van Hengel. It is not ‘‘too meaningless” (de Wette), nor ‘‘ saying pretty 
nearly nothing” (Philippi); but is on the contrary emphatically appropriate 
to the purpose of representing faith as the Fac totum (‘‘ prora et puppis,” 
Bengel, comp. Baur, II. p. 161).’| Therefore ei¢ iors is not to be taken as 
equivalent to eig rdv miotebovta, for the believer (Oecumenius, Seb. Schmid, 
Morus, Rosenmiiller, Riickert, Reiche, de Wette, Olshausen, Reithmayr, 
Maier, and Philippi), a rendering which should have been precluded by 
the abstract correlative é« riorewe. Nor does it mean : for the furtherance 
and strengthening of faith. (Clem. Al. Strom. v. 1, II. p. 644. Pott., 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Melanchthon, Beza, Cornelius 4 Lapide, and 
others, including Kéllner ; comp. Baumgarten-Crusius, Klee, and Stengel ; 
for the thought : ‘‘from an ever new, never tiring, endlessly progressive 
faith” (Ewald) ? is here foreign to the connection, which is concerned only 
with the great fundamental truth in its simplicity ; the case is different 
in 2 Cor. iii. 18. Quite arbitrary, moreover, was the interpretation : ‘et 
Jide legis in fidem evangelii” (Tertullian).* Finally, to take rior as faith- 
Sulness, and to understand -xioric cic rior in the sense of faith in the 
Saithfulness of God (Mehring), is to introduce what is neither in the words 


1 See also Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 629 f. 3 Comp. Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret : 
Comp. vi. 19 ; 2 Cor. ii. 16. Set yap motedoat Tots mpodytacs, Kai b’ 

2 Comp. Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl.p. 7,116,  éxeivav eis Thy Tod ebayyeAlov miatTer 
and Umbreit. modnynojvar, Zeger, and others. 
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nor yet suggested by the context. Ewald in his Jahrb. TX. yp. 87 ff., inter- 
prets : faith in faith, the reference being to the faith with which man meets 
the divine faith in his power and his good will (?). But the idea of ‘‘ faith 
from beneath on the faith from above,” as well as the notion generally of 
God believing on men, would be a paradox in the N. T., which no reader 
could have discovered without more clear and precise indication. After 
éx mior. every one could not but understand ¢i¢ rior. also as meaning human 
faith ; and indeed everywhere it is man that believes, not God. — kabic¢ 
yéypanrat| represents what has just been stated, dicasootvy. . . . riot, as 
taking place in accordance with a declaration of Scripture, consequently 
according to the necessity of the divine counsel of salvation. He who from 
faith (on Christ) is righteous (transferred into the relation of the dicaoobvy 
Gcov) shall live (be partaker of the Messianic eternal life). This, as the 
Messianic sense intended to be conveyed by the Spirit of God (2 Peter i. 21) 
in the prophetic words, Hab. ii. 4, ‘‘ the righteous shall by his faithfulness * 
live” (attain the theocratic life-blessedness), is recognized by Paul, and ex- 
pressed substantially in the language of the LXX., rightly omitting the sov, 
which they inaccurately add to riorewe. In doing so Paul might, in ac- 
cordance with the Messianic reference of the passage, connect é« miorewc¢ 
(1N}IN3)—-seeing that on this causal definition the stress of the expression 
lies—with 6 dixavoc ; because, if the life of the righteous has rior as its 
cause, his dccavootvy itself can have no other ground or source. That he has 
really so connected the words, as Beza and others rightly perceived (see 
especially Hélemann, de justitiae ex fide ambab. in V. T. sedibus, Lips. 1867), 
and not, as most earlier expositors have supposed (also de Wette, Tholuck, 
Delitzsch, on Hab. /.c., Philippi, Baumgarten-Crusius, van Hengel, Ewald, 
and Hofmann, éx rior. Cfoera, is plain from the connection, according to 
which it is not the life éx rior., but the revelation of righteousness éx rior. that 
is to be confirmed by the Old Testament. The case is different in Heb. x. 38. 
See further, generally, on Gal. iii. 11.—The 06é is, without having any 
bearing on the matter, adopted along with the other words from the LXX. 
Comp. on Acts ii. 17. A contrast to the unrighteous who shall die (Hof- 
mann) is neither here nor in Hab. ii. 4 implied in the text. 

Vv. 18-82. [See Note X. p. 77.] Proof of ver. 17 deduced from experience, 
and that in the first instance with respect to Gentile humanity (the proof in 
regard to the Jews begins at ch. ii.). 

Ver. 18. This great fundamental proposition of the Gospel, ver. 17, is 
proved (yap) agreeably to experience, by the fact that, where there is no 
riotic, there is also no aroxdAuuc of righteousness, but only of the wrath of 
God. ‘‘Horrendum est initium ac fulmen,” Melanchthon, 1540. — aroxadbr- 
rerat] Emphatically placed, in harmony with the azoxad. in ver. 17, at the 
beginning. —dpy7 Ocov} The antithesis of dixacoo. Oeov, ver. 16. The dpy 
of God is not to be explained with several of the Fathers (in Suicer), Eras- 


1 This faithfulness, in the prophet’s sense, trustful self-surrender to God. Comp. Um- 
the IDR, and the miors in the Christian _ breit, p. 197. 
sense, “have the same fundamental idea, 
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mus, and many later authorities, as poena divina, which is nothing but a 
rationalizing interchange of ideas, but rather in the proper literal sense : 
wrath, an affection of the personal God, having a necessary connection with 
/ His love. The wrath of God, the reality of which is indisputable as the 
"very presupposition of the work of atonement, is the love of the holy God 
(who is neither neutral nor one-sided in his affection), for all that is good in 
its energy as antagonistic to all that is evil. See on Matt. iil. 7; Eph. ii. 
3. —dn’ obpavoi] is neither to be connected with dpy7 Oeov, as Beza, Estius, 
and many others hold, nor with the bare @eoi (Mehring), but, as the order of 
the words and the parallel definition év air@ in ver. 17 require, belongs to 
amoxadbrrerat ; 80 that heaven, the dwelling-place and throne of God (comp. 
on Matt. vi. 9), is designated as the place from which the aroxaavye of 
the épy7 Oeov issues. ‘‘ Majestatem irati Dei significat,” Bengel. The reve- 
lation of righteousness takes place év evayyediw, ver. 17, as something spirit- 
ually brought home to the consciousness through the medium of the Gospel ; 
but that of the divine wrath descends from heaven, manifested as a divine 
matter of fact ; by which description, however, the destructive character of 
this working of divine power is not expressed (Th. Schott), although it is 
in fact implied in the entire context. But what revelation of divine wrath is 
meant? Paul himself supplies the information in ver. 24 ff., in which is 
described what God in His sufficiently well-grounded (vv. 19-23) wrath did 
(rapéduxev abrobc). God’s wrath therefore is revealed from heaven in this 
way, that those who are the objects of it are given up by God to terrible 
retribution in unchastity and all vice. Against this interpretation (comp. 
Mehring), which is adopted also by Tholuck, Weber (vom Zorne Gottes, p. 
89), and Th. Schott, it cannot be objected, with Hofmann, that Paul must 
have written dexa2(¢0n ; for he here in fact expresses the general proposi- 
tion of experience, to which the concrete historical representation subse- 
quently shall correspond ; the divine axiom is placed first (present), and 
then the history of it follows (aorist). Irrelevant is also the objection of 
Philippi, that daoxadtrrew always denotes a supernatural revelation. For 
jroxadorre means to reveal what was previously unknown, what was veiled 
from our cognition, so that it now becomes manifest ; and, in reference to 
this, it is a matter of indifference whether the revelation takes place in a 
natural or in asupernatural manner.? The mode of revealing is not indicated 
in the word itself, but in the context ; and hence according to the connec- 
tion it is used also, as here, of a revelation in fact, by which a state of things pre- 
viously unknown comes to our knowledge (Matt. x. 26; Luke ii. 35 ; 2 Thess. ii. 
3, 6, 8). Moreover, even according to our interpretation, a divine revelation 
is meant, by which there is certainly brought to light a pvor#pior, namely, 
the connection of the phenomenon with the divine dpy7. According to 


1 The idea of the divine dpyj is diamet- ramque partem moveri necesse est, aut in 
rically opposed to every conception of sin neutram.” 
as anecessity interwoven with human de- 2 In this case it cannot make any differ- 
velopment. Even Lactantius has aptly re- ence whether God is or is not the revealing 
marked, de iva Dei, v.9: ‘Si Deus noniras- subject, as is most plainly seen from Matt. 
citur impiis et injustis, nec pios justosque xvi. 17. 
diligit ; in rebus enim diversis aut in ut- 
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others, Paul means the inward revelation of the divine wrath, given by 
means of reason and conscience (Ambrosiaster, Wolf, and others, including , 
Reiche and Gléckler), in support of which view they appeal to ver. 19. | 
But, on the contrary, az’ ovpavod requires us to understand an arroxaduc 
cognizable by the senses ; and ver. 19 contains not the mode of the manifesta- 
tion of wrath, but its moving cause (éi67v). Others hold that the arokdAvync 
of the divine wrath has come through the Gospel (‘‘ continens minas,” Grotius), 
and that év air@ is to be again supplied from ver. 17. So Aquinas, Bellar- 
mine, Corn. & Lapide, Estius, Grotius, Heumann, Semler, Morus, Béhme, 
Benecke, Maier ; comp. Umbreit, who includes also the Old Testament. It 
is decisive against this view that az’ oipavov, just because it is parallel to 
év avr in ver. 17, lays down a mode of manifestation quite different from 
év avrg. Had the latter been again in Paul’s mind here, he would have 
repeated it with emphasis, as he has repeated the aroxaAtrreraz. Others hold 
that the manifestation of wrath at the general judgment is meant (Chrysos- 
tom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Oecumenius, Toletus, Limborch, Koppe, 
Philippi, Reithmayr, and Ewald). The present, considered in itself, might 
be chosen in order to express a vivid realization of the future, or might be 
accounted for by the év air}, which, it is alleged, is to be again mentally 
supplied (Ewald) ; but the former explanation is to be rejected on account 
of the preceding purely present azoxad. in ver. 17 ; and against the latter 
may be urged the very fact, that év airé is not repeated. Had this been the 
meaning, moreover, the further course of the exposition must have borne 
reference to the general judgment, which it by no means does ; and there- 
fore this interpretation is opposed to the connection, as well as unwarranted 
by ii. 5 (where the mention of the revelation of judgment belongs to quite a 
different connection) ; and not required by the idea of droxadbrrecy itself, 
since that idea is adequately met by the divine matter-of-fact revelation of 
wrath here intended (see above), and besides, the word is repeated inten- 
tionally for rhetorical effect. Lastly, while others have contented themselves 
with leaving the aroxdAvyuc here in its entire generality (Olshausen, Tholuck ; 
comp. Calovius), and thus relieved themselves from giving any explanation 
of it, the reference to the religion of the O. T. (Bengel and Flatt) seems 
entirely arbitrary and groundless, and the interpretations which apply it to 
evils generally affecting the world as an expression of the divine wrath (Hof- 
mann), or to the external and internal distress of the time (Baumgarten-Cru- 
sius), are too general and indefinite, and thereby devoid of any concrete 
import in keeping with the text. —émi rao. doéB. x. adix. avOp.] contains the 
hostile direction (comp. Dem. 7438, 22) of the aroxadtrrerac . . . . ovpavod: 
against every ungodliness and immorality of men, which, etc. ’ AcéBera and 
adixia* are distinguished as irreligiousness and immorality, so that both describe 
the ¢mprobitas, but under different aspects, in reference to the fear of God 
and to the standard of morals ; hence the former, as involving the idea of 
impiety, is the stronger expression.? That the distinction between them is 





1 Plat. Prot. p. 833 E; Xen. Cyr, viii, 8,7; 2 Comp. Dem. 548, 11: do¢Byua, ove adixnua 
Tittmann, Synon, N. T. p. 48. pévor. 
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not to be understood, with Kéllner, following Theophylact, Grotius, Calo- 
vius, Wolf, and many others, as profanitas in Dewm and injuria in proximum, 
is proved by the following év adicig carey. —Tév T. aAGO. év adux. katex. | who 
keep down the truth through immorality, do not let it develop itself into 
power and influence on their religious knowledge and their moral condition. 
The article (quippe qui) introduces that characteristic of the avOpérwv, not 
yet more precisely defined, which excites the divine wrath. Rightly in the 
Vulgate : ecorum qui. See Winer, p. 127 [E. T. 134]. It may be paraphras- 
ed: ‘‘of those, I mean, who.” Comp. Ktihner, ad Xen. Anab. ii. 7, 18. 
Bengel, moreover, aptly remarks : ‘‘ veritas in mente nititur et urget, sed 
homo eam impedit.” This is the peculiar, deeply unfortunate, constant 
self-contradiction of the heathen character.’ On karéyewv, to hinder, comp. 2 
Thess. ii. 6 ; Luke iv. 42 ; 1 Macc. vi. 27.2. Against the interpretation of 
Michaelis, Koppe, and Baur, who take xaréyev here as meaning to possess (1 
Cor. vii. 80 ; 2 Cor. vi. 10), ‘‘ who possess the truth in unrighteousness, who 
know what God’s will is, and yet sin,” ver. 21 is decisive, where the contin- 
uous possession of the truth is negatived by éuataéOyoav . . . Kapdia ; where- 
fore also it cannot be rendered with Melanchthon and van Hengel : who 
hold the truth in the bondage of immorality (vii. 6 ; Gen. xxxix. 20, xlii. 19). 
The dA#eca is correctly interpreted in the sense of divine truth generally ; 
the mode of revelation, in which it is presented to man’s knowledge, is fur- 
nished by the context, here, by ver. 19 f., as the truth apparent by natural 
revelation in the works of God ; not therefore in the sense of the doctrine of 
the Gospel, which is hindered in its diffusion by Jews and Gentiles (Ammon, 
comp. Ewald). —év ddcxia] instrumental. To make it equivalent to adixa¢ 
(Reiche, following Theophylact, Beza, Calvin, Piscator, Raphel, and others ; 
comp. év duvduec in ver. 4) arbitrarily deprives the representation of an ele- 
ment essential to its fulness and precision, and renders it tame ; for it is 
self-evident that the xaréyecv r. 44. is unrighteous or sinful, but not so much 
so that it takes place through sin. — Finally, it is to be noted that Paul, 
in avOpér. (correlative of Oeov) tov r. GAGO. év adic. KaTex., EXPTeSSeS himself 
quite generally, making apparent by av6péz. the audacity of this God-oppos- 
ing conduct ; but he means the Gentiles, as is indicated even by év adcxig 
(comp. 1 Cor. vi. 1), and as is confirmed beyond doubt by the continuation 
of the discourse in ver. 19 ff. Koppe supposed that Paul meant the Jews 
especially, but included also the Gentiles ; Benecke, that he speaks of the 
whole human race in general, which view Mehring specially defends. But 
the peculiar character of what is contained in vv. 21-32 shows that the Jews 
are to be entirely excluded from the description which is carried on to the 
end of the chapter. It is not till ch. ii. 1 that the discourse passes over to 
them, and makes them suddenly see themselves reflected in the Gentile 
mirror. : : 
Ver. 19. Acér:] propterea quod—only to be separated by a comma from the 
foregoing—specifies more precisely the causal relation, on account of which the 


1Comp. Nagelsbach, Homer. Theol. I. p. 2 Plat. Phaed. p. 117 C; Soph. Hl. 754; 
11 ff. Pind. Isthm. iii. 2, and Dissen in loc. 
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wrath of God comes upon such men, etc. (ver. 18). They keep down the 
truth through immorality ; if they did so out of ignorance, they would be 
excusable : but they do not do so out of i ignorance, and therefore God’s wrath 
is manifested against them. This view of the connection is suggested by the 
literal meaning of dcérz itself, and confirmed by eic rd elvar abrode avatohoy. 

Comp. Hofmann. So also Fritzsche, who, however, takes dérz as equivalent 
to yap, as does also Philippi,—a use of it that never occurs, not even in Acts 
xviii. 10. This linguistically erroneous interpretation of d:érz condemns also 
the view of Tholuck, Riickert, de Wette, and Reithmayr, who discover here 
the proof, that the Gentiles keep down the truth by immorality ; or (so Th. 
Schott) that Paul rightly describes them as xaréyovtec x.7.A. No: ; for the 
very reason that they have the yrwordy row Oeov, which renders them inexcus- 
able, does the wrath of God go forth against the xaréyovrec ; ver. 18. —7d 
yructoy tod Ocov] that which is known concerning God, not: that which is 
knowable concerning God, a signification which, though adopted by Origen, 
Theophylact, Oecumenius, Erasmus, Beza, Castalio, Calvin, Piscator, Estius, 
Grotius, Wolf, Koppe, Riickert, Kd6llner, Baumgarten-Crusius, Maier, 
Ewald, Umbreit, Mehring, Hofmann, and others, is never conveyed by yrworde 
in the N. T. or in the LXX. and Apocrypha, though it frequently occurs in 
classic authors.’ In all the places where it occurs in the Scriptures, as also, 
though less frequently, in the classics,? it means quod notum est (Vulgate), 
and is therefore equivalent to yrwré¢ or yrépiuoc, also in Acts iv. 16 ; Eccles. 
xxi. 7. The opposite: dyvworoc, Acts xvii. 23. Comp. Luther, 1545: 
‘* das (nicht : dass) man weiss, das (nicht : dass) Gott sei.” That which is 
known of God excludes that which needed a special revelation to make it 
known, as in particular the contents of the Gospel ; the former is derived 
from the general revelation of nature. If we should take yrwordv as know- 
able, the assertion of the Apostle would be incorrect without some limiting 
qualification ; for the positively revealed belonged to that which was know- 
able, but not to that which was known of God,* into which category it was 
brought only through special revelation, which it would otherwise not have 
needed. —év avroic] i.e. in their consciousness, év taic xapdiag abtoy, ii. 15. 
Comp. Gal. i. 16. The explanation inter ipsos, which Erasmus and Grotius 
(both referring it arbitrarily to the Gnosis of the philosophers among the 
Gentiles), Kéllner and Baumgarten-Crusius give, is to be rejected for this 
reason, that aitoi¢ é¢avépwoe, compared with vootyeva xabopara, points to a 
manifestation of the yrwordy tov Oeov which is inward, although conveyed 
through the revelation of nature. — é¢avépwoe] God—and this subject is 


—which has no precedent in usage, is un- 
suitable to the following davepoy éom, and 
is not to be supported even by the LXX. 


1 See the passages from Plato quoted by 
Ast, Lex. I. p. 401; Dorvill. ad Charit. p. 
502; Hermann, ad Soph. Oed. T. 861; comp. 


adyvworos, Which in Plato invariably means 
unknowable. 

2Xen. Cyr. vi. 8, 4; Arrian. Zpict. ii. 20, 
4; Aesch. Choeph. 702; Beck, Antiatt. p. 87, 
25. 

§ Which, however, is not to be trans- 
formed, with Fritzsche, Tholuck, Krehl, 
and others, into the subjective scientia Dei 


Gen. ii. 9; in which passage, if the text be 
not corrupted, 7d gvAov rod eidévar yrwordv 
xadod x. tovnpov must be rendered : the tree 
by which they were to learn what is known 
of good and evil, i.e. by which they were to 
become aware of that which they—by the 
very enjoyment—had known of good and 
evil. 
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again named with emphasis—has laid it clearly before them, made it lie 
openly before their view as an object of knowledge. Comp. on the matter 
itself Acts xiv. 17, xvii. 26 f. ; 1 Cor. i. 21. 

Ver. 20 f. Ta yap ddpara . . . . Oevdry¢] Giving a reason for, and explain- 
ing, the previous 6 Osd¢ yap abroic idavépwoe. — td ddpara abtod| His invisible 
things, the manifold invisible attributes, that constitute His nature. [See 
Note XI. p. 77.] Paul himself explains it afterwards by 7 didvo¢ abrov dhvapuc 
kai Bevdrn¢ 3 therefore it is not actiones Dei invisibiles (Fritzsche ; comp. 
Theodoret). — vootueva xabopata] through the works are seen becoming dis- 
cerned ; vootpeva Aefines the manner in which the xaopata takes place, 
otherwise than through the senses (the voeiv, 44%’ obk dupact Oewpeiv, Plat. 
Rep. p. 529-B), in so far as it is effected by means of mental discernment, by 
the agency of intelligent perception. The xafoparac forms with ddpara a strik- 
ing oxymoron, in which the compound selected for that purpose, but not 
elsewhere occurring in the N. T., heightens still further the idea conveyed 
by the simple form.’ — toi¢ rorjuacc] embraces all that God as Creator has 
produced, but does not at the same time include His governing in the world 
of history, as Schneckenburger thinks, Beitr. p. 102 f. ; for NYY, with 
which roijua corresponds (LXX. Eccles. iii. 11, vii. 13, ee is the formal 
expression for God’s works of creation ; as also Paul himself, in Eph. ii. 10, 
describes the renewing of man as analogous to creation. It is only of the 
works of creation that the Apostle could assert what he here says, especially 
as he adds amé xricewe xdouov. Since, moreover, roi¢ roujuacr, by means of 
the works, contains the instrumental definition appended to vootpyeva xaBoparat,? 
aré tio. kdonov cannot be taken in a causal sense (see Winer, p. 348 [E. T. 
370]), as the medium cognoscendi (so Luther and many others, including 
Calovius, Pearson, Homberg, Wolf, Heumann, Morus, and Reithmayr), but 
only in the sense of temporal beginning : since the creation of the world 
they are so perceived. —% te didioc avtov div. x. Oecéry¢] A more precise 
definition of the previous ra aépata airov. ’ Aidioc, everlasting, belongs to 
both substantives ; but xai annexes the general term, the category, of which 
the divauic is a species. See Fritzsche ad Matt. p. 786. Its relation to the 
preceding ré consists in its completing the climax and cumulation, for 
which ré prepares the way. Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 98. Hofmann is un- 
supported by linguistic usage in inferring from the position of ré, that didcoc 
is not meant to apply also to Oecdéryc. It is just that position that makes 
aidtoc the common property of both members (see especially Hartung, J.c. p. 


116 f.), so that, in order to analyze the form of the conception, we may again 


e 


supply 7 


aidwog avtow after xai.* 


1Comp. Xen. Cyr. fii. 8,31: ei yap... . 
HuGS Ot worgutor OedgorTat . . taAw Kabo- 
pavres Huov td wAHOos. Pind. Pyth. ix. 45.: 
olg0a .. . . e¥ xaSopes. On the oxymoron 
‘tself, comp. Aristotle, de mundo, 6, p. 399, 
21. Bekk: adewpyntos am’ aitay trav épywv 
Oewpetras (6 Beds). 

2Not merely to voovmeva (Hofmann), 
which is closely bound up with xa@opara: as 


The @eérn¢ is the totality of that which 


showing the manner of it, so that both 
together are defined instrumentally by rots 
roujpact, On voervy, as denoting the intel- 
lectual animadvertere in seeing (Hom. Ji, A. 
599, in the inverse position: rdv dé idap 
événoe), comp. Niagelsb. z. Jlias, p. 416, ed. 3; 
Duncan, ed. Rost, p. 787. 

3Stallbaum, ad Plat. Crit. p. “43 B. 4 
Schaefer, Poet. gnom. p. 73; Schoemann, 
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God is as a Being possessed of divine attributes, as @eiov,—the collective sum 
of the divine realities.1_ This comprehensive sense must by no means be lim- 
ited. The eternal power—this aspect of His Ge:ér¢ which comes into prom- 
inence at first and before all others—and the divinity of God in its collect- 
ive aspect, are rationally perceived and discerned by means of His works. 
Arbitrary is the view of Reiche, who holds that Paul means especially 
wisdom and goodness, which latter Schneckenburger conceives to be intended ; 
and also that of Hofmann (comparing Acts xvii. 29; 2 Pet. i. 4), that the 
spiritual nature of the divine being is denoted. We may add that Riickert 
holds the strange view, that @evéryc, which could not properly be predicated 
of God, is only used here by Paul for want of another expression. It might 
be and was necessarily said of God, as being the only adequate comprehensive 
expression for the conception that was to be denoted thereby. For analo- 
gous references to the physico-theological knowledge of God, see Wetstein, 
and Spiess, Logos spermaticos, 1871, p. 212. The suggestion of Philo as the 
Apostle’s scource (Schneckenburger) is out of the question. Observe 
further how completely, in our passage, the transcendental relation of God to 
the world—the negation of all identity of the two—lies at the foundation 
of the Apostle’s view. It does not exclude the immanence of God in the 
world, but it excludes all pantheism. See the passages from the O. T. dis- 
cussed in Umbreit. — ei¢ 10 elvac abrove avarod.| has its logically correct ref- 
erence to the immediately preceding ra yap adpara . . . . Oecdrye, and there- 
fore the parenthesis, in which Griesbach and others have placed ra yap dép. 
. . . +» Getdryc, must be expunged. The eic cannot be said of the result, as 
Luther, and many others, including Reiche, K6llner, de Wette, Riickert, 
Fritzsche, Reithmayr, Philippi, Ewald, following the Vulgate (ita ut sint 
inexcusabiles), have understood it ; for the view, which takes it of the pur- 
pose, is not only required by the prevailing usage of cic with the infinitive? 
(see on 2 Cor. viii. 6), but is also more appropriate to the connection, because 
the xafopata is conceived as a result effected through God’s revelation of 
Himself (ver. 19), and consequently the idea of the divine purpose in ¢i¢ 7d 
elvat k.T.A. is not to be arbitrarily dismissed. Comp. Erasmus (‘‘ne quid 
haberent,” etc.), Melanchthon (‘‘ propter quas causas Deus,” etc.), Beza, Calvin 
(‘tin hoe ut”), Bengel, and others. But Chrysostom, even in his time, ex- 
- pressly opposes this view (comp. also Oecumenius), and at a later period it 


ad Is. p. 325 f.; also Winer, p. 520 [K. T. 
559]. 

1On the difference between this word 
and @eérns (Col. ii. 9), which denotes Deitas, 
Godhead, the being God, see Elsner, Odss. p. 
6, and Fritzsche in Joc. Van Hengel has er- 
roneously called in question the distinction. 
In Wisd. xviii. 9, namely, 6 ris Oedrntos 
vonos is not the law of the Godhead, but the 
law whose nature and character is divinity 
—of a divine kind; and in Lucian, de 
Calumn, 17, » ‘Hpaoriwvos Oedrns is the di- 
vinity of Hephaestion, his divine quality. 
In Plutarch Oeérns very frequently occurs. 


Appropriately rendered in Vulgate by di- 
vinitas. 

2 Eis, with an infinitive having the article, 
is not used in a single passage, of the Epistle 
to the Romans in particular, in any other 
than a felic sense. See i. 11, iii. 26, iv. 11, 16, 
18, vi. 12, vii. 4, 5, viii. 29, xi. 11, xii. 2, 3, xv. 
8, 18,16. Far too hastily de Wette terms this 
interpretation in our passage senseless, 
and Baumgarten-Crusius agrees with him. 
Tholuck calls it grammatical terrorism. 
Hofmann recognizes the telic view as the 
true one in all cases where «is is used with 
the infinitive. 
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became a subject of contention. between the Lutherans and the Reformed. 

See Calovius. The view, which interprets it of the result, hesitates to admit 

the conception of a divine decree, under which Paul places the inexcusable- 

ness of men ; and yet not only may this stand to the perception of God from 

His works which has existed since the beginning in the relation of result, 

but, in accordance with the thoroughly Scriptural idea of destiny (comp. 

e.g. V. 20), it must stand to it in the relation of that decree. In this con- 
nection, which inserts the results in the divine cownsel, the inexcusableness 
of man appears as telically given with the self-manifestation of God. Ver. 21, 

as in general even ver. 18, contains the perverse conduct of men manifesting 
itself in the course of human history, on account of which God, who foresaw 
it, has in His natural self-manifestation made their inexcusableness His aim. 

Inexcusable they are intended to be ; and that indeed on account of the fact, 

that, although they had known God (namely from that natural revelation), they 
have not glorified Him as God, — dié71] as in ver. 19, only to be separated by 
a comma from what precedes: inexcusable on this account, because. [See 
Note XII. p. 78.]—yvévrec] not : cum agnoscere potuissent (Flatt, Nielsen ; 
also as early as Oecumenius) ; nor yet : although they knew God, so that it 
would be contemporaneous with ovy ... . édéacav. So Philippi and van 
Hengel ; also Delitzsch, bibl. Psychol. p. 346. They had attained the 
knowledge from the revelation of nature (for to this, according to vv. 19, 

20, we must refer it, and not, with Riickert, to the history in Genesis of the 
_ original revelation), but only actu directo, so far as that same self-manifesta- 
tion of God had -presented itself objectively to their cognition ; the actus 
reflecus remained absent (comp. Delitzsch, p. 347), and with them who 
keep down the truth év ad:xig, ver. 18, the issue was not to the praise of 
God, etc. ; so that yvdvre¢ is thus previous to the oby . . . . édé€acav. Paul 
sets forth the historical emergence of that for which they were inexcusable. 

They had known God, and yet it happened that they did not praise Him, 

etc. —obyx &¢ Oedv éddEacav 7 niyap.| It would have been becoming for them 
to have rendered to God as such, agreeably to His known nature, praise and 

thanks ; but they did neither the one nor the other. Regarding é¢ in the 
sense : according to the measure of His divine quality, comp. on John i. 14. 

The praising and thanksgiving exhaust the notion of the adoration, which 
they should have offered to God. —aaw éuar. év roi¢ dtad.-avtdv] but they 

were frustrated in their thoughts (comp. 1 Cor. ili. 20), so that the concep- 

tions, ideas, and reflections, which they formed for themselves regarding 
the Deity, were wholly devoid of any intrinsic value corresponding with the 

truth. Comp. Eph. iv. 17. The paracdérye is a specific attribute of heathen- 

ism. Jer. ii. 5; 2 Kings xvii. 5; Ps. xciv. 11. Comp. also Acts xiv. 15 ; 

Judith vi. 4. — kat éoxoric6n x.t.4.| forms a climax to the foregoing. Comp. 

Eph. iv. 18, i. 18. Their heart that had been rendered by the éuaracdOyoav 

unintelligent, incapable of discerning the true and right, became dark, 

completely deprived of the light of the divine aA#@ea that had come to 

them by the revelation of nature. xapdia, like 29, denotes the whole internal 

seat of life, the power which embraces all the activity of reason and will 

within the personal consciousness. Comp. on Eph. i. 18 ; Delitzsch, p. 250. . 
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To take dctvero¢ here in a proleptic sense (see on Matt. xii. 13) is quite inap- 
propriate, because it destroys the climax. Comp. moreover on dotveroc, 
Wisd. xi. 15 ; as also on the entire delineation of Gentile immorality, ver. 
20 ff. ; Wisd. xiiii—xv. This passage as a whole, and in its details, pre- 
sents unmistakable reminiscences of this section of the book of Wisdom.! 
Without reason Tholuck argues against this view. 

Vv. 22, 23. In a false conceit of wisdom (comp. 1 Cor. i. 17 ff.) this took 
place (viz. what has just been announced in éuaraéOyoay . . . kapdia), and 
- what a horrible actual result it had !— The construction is independent, no 
longer hanging on the dcdrc in ver. 21 (Gléckler, Ewald); the further 
course of the matter is described. While they said that they were wise (comp. 
1 Cor. iii. 21), they became foolish. Comp. Jer. x. 24 f. This becoming 
foolish must be understood as something self-incurred—produced through 
the conceit of independence—as is required by the description of God’s 
retribution on them in ver. 24 ; therefore the ‘‘ dirigente Deo,” which Grotius 
understands along with it in accordance with 1 Cor. i. 21, is here foreign to 
the connection. The explanation of Kéllner, Baumgarten-Crusius, and 
others, including Usteri : ‘‘ they have shown themselves as fools,” is erroneous, 
because the aorist passive in ver. 21 does not admit of a similar rendering. 
—For examples of gdcxecv, dictitare, in the sense of wnfounded assertion 
(Acts xxiv. 9, xxv. 19; Rev. ii. 2), see Raphel, Xenoph. and Kypke. 
Comp. Dem. Phil. i. 46, iii. 9 ; Herodian, iii, 12, 9. Their pretended 
wisdom was a péraioc dofocogia, Plat. Soph. p. 231 B. We may add that | 
this definition is not aimed at the Gentile philosophers,who came much later, 
and in fact did not do what is declared in ver. 23 (comp. Calvin), but gen- 
erally at the conceit of wisdom (1 Cor. i. 21), which is necessarily connected 
with an estrangement from divine truth, and from which therefore idolatry 
also, with its manifold self-invented shapes, must have proceeded. For 
heathenism is not the primeval religion, from which man might gradually 
have risen to the knowledge of the true God, but is, on the contrary, the 
result of a falling away from the known original revelation of the true 
God in His works. Instead of the practical recognition and preservation 
of the truth thus given comes the self-wisdom rendering them foolish, 
and idolatry in its train. —xat #AAag. x.t.A.] and they exchanged the maj- 
esty of the imperishable God for a likeness of an image of a perishable man, 
etc., i.e. instead of making, as they ought to have done, the glory of the 
eternal God manifested to them in the revelation of nature—WM V3, é.¢. 
His glorious perfection (ver. 20)—the object of their adoration, they nus 
for that purpose what-was shaped like an image of a perishable man, ete. ; 
comp. Ps. cvi. 20; Jer. ii. 11. The év (comp. Ecclus. vii. 18) is imstru- 
mental, as is Bloswliere the simple dative (Herod. vii. 152 ; Soph. Niob. fr. 
400, Dind.) : thereby, that they made and adored such an dyo/wua, and on 
the other hand rejected the glory of God, which they ought to have wor- 
shipped. Comp. LXX. Ps. lc. 3 7AAdzavto tyv détav aitav év duor@pare 
pécxov.? It is not mere similarity, but conformity with the object of compari- 


1 See Nitzsch in the Deutsch. Zeitschr. 1850, 2 On the genitive eixévos comp. also 1 Mace. 
p- 887 ; Bleek in the Stud. u. Krit. 1858, p.340f. iii. 48; Rev. ix. 7; and on dpoiwpa itself in 


r 


62 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


son concerned as agreeing therewith in appearance.*— Kal rerewy. k. TeTpaT. K. 
épx.] No doubt as Paul, in using dv6pdrov, thought of the forms of the 
Hellenic gods, so in zerewv. x.r.2. he had in his mind the Egyptian worship 
of animals (Ibis, Apis, serpents).2_ We may add that, like the previous 
p0aptov avOpdrov, the genitives rerewv x.t.2. are dependent on eixévo¢g, not on 
éuotOmare (van Hengel), which is less natural and not required by the singu- 
lar eixévoc, that in fact refers to each particular instance in which a man, 
birds, etc. were copied for purposes of divine adoration by means of statues 
and other representations. 

Ver. 24. Wherefore (as a penal retribution for their apostasy) God also gave 
them up in the lusts of their hearts to impurity. [See Note XIII. p. 78.] kai, 
also, indicates the giving up as a thing corresponding to the guilt. Comp. 
on Phil. ii. 9. — év rai¢ éri0. tr. x. avt.| contains that, in which they were in- 
volved, %.e. the moral condition in which they were found when they were 
given up by God to impurity. Comp. ver. 27 ; Eph. ii. 3; Bernhardy, p. 
209. The instrumental rendering (Erasmus, Er. Schmid, Gléckler, and 
Krehl) is unnecessary, because the immediate literal sense of év is quite suf- 
ficient, and the former is less suitable as.to sense, since it conveys something 
which is obvious of itself. — rapédwxev] expresses the real active giving up 
on the part of God. The favourite explanation of it by eiace, so often resort- 
ed to since Origen and Chrysostom, is nothing but a rationalizing gloss at 
variance with the literal meaning. To the Apostle God is the living God, 
who does not passively permit the retributive consequences of fidelity or of 
apostasy—thus, as it were, letting them run their course, as an artificer does 
with his wheel work—but Himself, everywhere active, pervades and effect- 
ively develops the arrangements which He has made. If then God has so 
arranged that man by apostasy from Him should fall into moral impurity, 
and that thus sin shall be punished by sin (and this connection of sin with 
sin is in accordance both with experience and Scripture, Is. vi.10 ; Job viii. 
4; Ps, lxix. 28, Ixxxi. 13 ; Mark iv. 12), this arrangement can only be car- 
ried out in reality through the effective action of its originator ; and God 
Himself must give up the apostates unto impurity, inasmuch as it is by His 
doing that that moral connection is in point of fact accomplished.* Con- 
sequently, if the understanding of rapédwxev in its strictly proper and posi- 
tive meaning is quite in keeping with the universal agency of God, in His 
physical and moral government of the world, without, however, making 
God appear as the author of sin, which, on the contrary, has its root in the 


the sense of likeness, v. 14, vi. 5, viii. 3; 
Phil. ii. 7; Ecclus. xxxviii. 28 ; 2 Kings xvi. 
10; Isa. xl. 18; 1 Sam. vi. 5; Plat. Phaedr. 
p. 250 A; Parm. p. 182 D. 

1 See also Holsten, z. Hv. des Paul. u. Petr. 
p. 440; Pfleidererin Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. p. 
528 f. 

2 Philo. Leg. ad. Caj. p. 566, 570. For 
passages from profane authors respecting 
the folly (at which the $@aprod here also 
points) of image-worship, see especially 


Dougtaeus, Anal. 69, p. 102, Grotius and 
Wetstein. 

3 Comp. Acts vii. 42; Rom. ix. 19; also 
2 Thess. ii. 11 f.; and the rabbinical passages 
quoted by Schoettgen, especially from Pirke 
Aboth, oc. 4: “ Festina ad praeceptum leve 
tanquam ad grave, et fuge transgressionem; 
praeceptum enim trahit praeceptum et 
transgressio transgressionem : quia merces 
praecepti praeceptum est, et transgressionis 
transgressio. 


CHAP. I., 24. 63 


émdfyuia t. xapd., we must reject as insufficient the privative interpretation’ 
that became current after Augustine and Oecumenius, which Calovius has 
adopted in part, and Riickert entirely. Comp. Philippi, who thinks of the 
withdrawal of the Divine Spirit and its results, though in the sense of a posi- 
tive divine infliction of punishment. This withdrawal, through which man 
is left in the lurch by God, is the immediate negative precursor of the rapé- 
dwxev (Ecclus. iv. 19). Reiche thinks that Paul here avails himself, with more 
or less consciousness of its being erroneous, of the general view of the Jews 
regarding the origin of the peculiar wickedness of the Gentiles (Ps. 1xxxi. 
13 ; Prov. xxi. 8; Ecclus. iv. 19; Wisd. x. 12, xiii. 1; Acts vii. 42) ; and 
that this representation of moral depravity asa divine punishment is to be dis- 
tinguished from the Christian doctrinal system of the Apostle. But how very 
‘inconsistent it is with the character of Paul thus consciously to bring forward 
whatis erroneous, and that too with so solemn a repetition (vv. 26, 28)! And 
is it not an arrangement accordant with experience, that apostasy from God 
is punished by an ever deeper fall into immorality ? Can this arrangement, 
made as it is by God ‘‘ justo judicio” (Calvin), be carried out otherwise than 
by God ? Analogous are even heathen sayings, such as Aesch. Agam. 764 
ff., and the heathen idea of the deoBAaBea.? But just as man, while his 
fidelity is rewarded by God through growth in virtue, remains withal free 
and does not become a virtuous machine ; so also he retains his freedom, 
while God accomplishes the development of His arrangement, in accordance 
with which sin is born of sin. He gives himself up (Eph. iv. 19), while he 
is given up by God to that tragic nexus of moral destiny ; and he becomes 
no machine of sin, but possesses at every moment the capacity of perdvo., 
which the very reaction resulting from the feeling of the most terrible mis- 
ery of sin—punished through sin—is designed to produce. Therefore, on the 
one hand, man always remains responsible for his deterioration (ver. 82, il. 6, 
iii. 5, vii. 14) ; and, on the other, that punishment of sin, in which the teleo- 
logical law of the development of evil fulfils itself, includes no contradiction 
of the holiness of God. For this reason the view of K6llner—that the Apos- 
tle’s idea is to be separated from its Jewish and temporal form, and that we 
must assume as the Christian truth in it, that the apostasy of men from God 
has brought them into deepest misery, as certainly as the latter is self-inflict- 
ed—is a superfluous unexegetical evasion, to which Fritzsche also has re- 
course. — axabapsiav] spurcitia, impurity, and that lustful (comp. Gal. v. 19 ; 
‘Eph. iv. 19 ; Col. iii. 5), as is plain from the following context ; not gen- 
erally : ‘‘all action and conduct dishonouring the creaturely glory of man” 
(Hofmann). The rov ariudfecbac may be taken either as the genitive of the 
purpose : that they might be dishonoured (Riickert, Philippi, van Hengel), 


1It is at bottom identical with the per- 
missive rendering. Therefore Chrysostom 
not only explains it by «itacev, but illustrates 
the matter by the instance of a general who 

leaves his soldiers in the battle, and thus 
deprives them of his aid, and abandons 
them to the enemy. Theodoret explains 


it: THs oixeias mpounbetas éyiuvwce, and em- 
ploys the comparison of an abandoned ves- 
sel. Theophylact illustrates the mapédwxev 
by the example of a physician who gives 
up a refractory patient (rapadidwou avrop 
T@ emt wA€ov vooeiv). 


2 Comp. also Ruhnken, ad Vellej. ii. 57, 3. 
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or as the genitive of more precise definition depending on dxafapo. (impurity 

of the becoming dishonoured, t.e. which consisted therein ; so Fritzsche, Winer, 
Tholuck, and de Wette). The latter’ is the more probable, partly because 
the arcudfeodac x.r.A. already constitutes the impurity itself, and does not 
merely attend it as a result ; and partly on account of the parallel in ver. 
28, where roveiv x.7.A. is likewise eperegetical. ariudleoda is not however the 
middle, whereby the abvtoradéc would be expressed, for which there is no 
empirical usage, but the passive: that their bodies were dishonoured among 
themselves, mutually. This év éavroic refers to the persons (airdv, not to be 
written airév), not asserting that the ariuafeoda takes place on themselves, 
which is in fact already conveyed by ré céuata avrév,* but rather based on 
the nature of participation in unchastity, according to which they bring one 
on the other reciprocally the dishonouring of the body. In this personal reci- 
procity of those who practise unchastity with each other lies the character- 
istic abominableness of the dishonouring of the body ; and this point is des- 
ignated by év éavroic more expressly, because in contrast to non-participating 
third persons, than it would have been by éy aAAagaowe.*— The vices of un- 
chastity, which moreover are still here referred to quite generally (it is other- 
wise in ver. 26 f.), and not specially as unnatural, according to their dis- 
graceful nature, in whatever forms they may have been practised, are specifi- 
cally heathen (in fact, even partially belonging to the heathen cuwltws), as a 
consequence of apostasy from the true God (comp. 1 Thess. iv. 5). As they 
again prevail even among Christians, wherever this apostasy spreads through 
unbelief, they must verify even in Christendom their heathen nature, and, 
along with the likewise essentially heathen wAeovezia, pre-eminently exclude 
from the salvation of the Messiah (Eph. v. 5 f.; Col. iii. 5 ; 1 Cor. vi. 9 f.). 
—With ariudf. r. ody. compare the opposite, 1 Thess. iv. 4, where rd éavrov 
oxevoc must be explained of the body as the vessel of the Ego proper. 

Ver. 25. Oirivec ethAdazav x.7.A.] as those who exchanged, etc. In this de- 
scription of the character of those who are given up, attached to ver, 24, 
Paul makes once more apparent the motive which determined God to give 
them up. The words are a renewed tragic commentary (comp. vv. 22, 238) 
on the 66, ver. 24. On doric, quippe qui, which brings up the class to which 
one belongs, and thereby includes the specification of the reason, see Her- 
mann, ad Soph. Oed. R. 688; Matthiae, p. 1073. Hofmann erroneously 
makes a relative protasis begin with oirwec, with which then dé rovro k.t.A., 

ver. 26, would be connected by way of apodosis : them, who exchanged, etc., 
God has therefore given up. This would not be inconsistent with abrot¢ in 
ver. 26, which would then be resumptive ; but the very praise of God, in 
which ver. 25 terminates, and still more the concluding ayqv, which can only 
indicate the end of the sentence (comp. ix. 5, xi. 36; Gal. i. 5; Eph. iii. 


' 1 See Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 230 f. [E.T.  semetipsis. With the reading év avtois we ~ 


268]. 

'2 Hofmann refers the reading which he 
follows, év avrois, to the cwpara, but ex- 
plains this: the body of each person in 
himself ; consequently, as if the expression 
were éy éavrots, and that in the sense in 


should rather render it simply: in order 


that among them (i.e. in their common inter- - 


course) their bodies should be dishonoured. 
Such was to be the course of things among 
them. 

§ Kiihner ad Xen. Mem. ii. 6, 20. 
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21), ought to have decidedly precluded such a forced intermixture of sen- 
tences, which is not to be justified by subtleties. — The compound perfAa. 
(exchanged) is more significant than 72Aafav (changed) in ver. 23. — rv aAgd. 
tov Ooi] to be taken entirely in harmony with the expression rjv dédéav rod 
Geot in ver. 23 ; therefore rod Oeod is to be taken as genitive of the subject : 
the truth of God, the true divine reality,’ so as to make it in point of actual 
meaning, though not in the abstract form of the conception, identical with : 
‘true God” (Luther, and most expositors, including Riickert, de Wette, 
Tholuck, Fritzsche, Philippi, van Hengel). It is differently rendered by 
Wolf, whom K@llner follows: the truth revealed to the Gentiles by God. 
Reiche and Mehring (following Pareus, Camerarius, Estius, Seb. Schmid, 
and Cramer) take it as the true knowledge of God, so that Ocov would be geni- 
tive of the object. Compare Piscator, Usteri, and Gléckler, who understand 
by it the original consciousness of God. Opposed to these views is the exact 
parallel in which ver. 25 stands to ver. 23, so that rot Gcov ought not to be 
taken without necessity as having a different reference in the two verses. 
THY ary. tT. Oeov is explained concretely by rdv xricavra in the second half of 
the verse. —év r@ petder] with the lie ; év as in ver. 23. By this Paul means, 
in contrast to rv ago. tr. Oeod (but otherwise than in iii. 7), the false 
gods, which are kar’ é&ox7v the wpeidoc in concreto, the negation of the truth 
of God. Comp. on 1 Cor. viii. 4 f., x. 20. Grotius has aptly said : ‘‘ pro 
_ Deo vero sumserunt imaginarios.” ? — kai éceBdodnoav. . . . Kricavta] more 
precise explanation of the first clause of the verse. — éoe. x. éAdrp.] The 
former is general (coluerunt), the latter took place through sacrifices, and 
other definite rites and services; hence Paul designates his own specific 
service of God in ver. 8 by Aarpetw. oeBdfoua, in Homer : to be afraid of (Il. 
vi. 167, 417), is employed in the later Greek like oéBoua: in the sense to 
revere, Orph. Arg. 550, Aq. Hos. x. 5. In the N. T. it only occurs here. — 
ti xtioec] Corresponding with the verb standing next to it, so that the ac- 
cusative is to be supplied with éoe8. See Matthiae, § 428, 2. — rapa r. xri- 
cavra] in the sense of comparison: prae creatore, in which case the context 
alone decides whether the preference of the one before the other is only 
relative, or whether it eveludes the latter altogether (see on Luke xviii. 14 ; 
and van Hengel on our passage). The second case is that which: occurs 
here, in accordance both with the nature of the case, seeing that the Gen- 
tiles did not worship the Creator at all, and with the immediate connection 
(uethAdagav. . . . év tH wetder). The sense therefore substantially amounts 
to praeterito creatore (Hilary), or relicto creatore (Cyprian), i.e. they honoured 
the creature and not the Creator, whom they ought to have honoured. 
Theophylact says aptly, with reference to the comparative rapé : éx tij¢ ovy- 
kptoewe Td éyKAnua éraipwv. So in substance also Beza, Estius, and others, 
including Reiche, Tholuck, Olshausen, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
_ Krehl, Reithmayr, Maier, Philippi, van Hengel. The relative interpretation : 


1 Not “the truth, which God Himselfis’’ of His dda. 
(Hofmann) ; but that, which God is in true 2 Comp. Is. xliv. 20; Jer. iii. 10, xiii. 25, 
reality. Thatis just the adequate substance xvi. 19, al. ; Philo, vit. Mos. p. 678 C, 679 A. 
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more than the Creator (Vulgate, Erasmus, Luther, Castalio, Grotius, Ammon, 
Riickert, and others), is therefore in point of fact erroneous. The contra 
creatorem, which Hammond, Koppe, Flatt, Fritzsche, and Mehring find 
here, may likewise be traced to the sense of comparison,’ but has against it 
the fact, that in the whole context Paul presents the matter in the light of 
a weTaAdragic, of an exchanging the true for the false, not of hostility to the 
true. From that point of view the Gentiles have worshipped the creature, 
and not the Creator. Quite parallel is rap’ éxeivov in Luke, xviii. 14, Lachm. 
— The doxology : who is praised, 4113, not : celebrandus (comp. on Eph, i. 
3; 2 Cor. xi. 31; Mark-xiv. 61), for ever! Amen,—is a natural effusion of 
deeply-moved piety, called forth by the detestable contrast of the Gentile 
abominations just described, without any further special design (Koppe : 
‘* ne ipse in majestatem divinam injurius videri possit ; comp. Tholuck). 
Vv. 26. 27. Aca rotro] Beginning an independent sentence (against Hof- 
mann, see on ver. 25), refers to the description oirwee . . . 
tained in ver. 25. The giving up is set forth once more (comp. ver. 24, 6:6) 
as the punishment of apostasy, and now indeed with such increasing force 
of delineation, that out of the category which is kept quite general in ver. 
24 unnatural sensual abominations are specially adduced, — ei¢ ré3y aripiac) 
Genitive of quality.? Parallel to the passions of a disgraceful character is 
el¢ dxadapoiay in ver. 24; comp. Col. iii. 5; but the stronger expression 
here selected prepares the way for the following description of a pecul- 
iarly abominable form of vice. Still the wnnatwral element is not implied 
in rad adriuiac itself (Hofmann: they are a dishonouring, not merely 
of the body, but of ‘‘humanity’’), since morally dishonouring passions are 
the agents, not only in the case of unnatural, but also in that of natural 
unchastity.*— The expressions d#Aea and dpoevec, their females and their 
males, not yvvaixes and dyvdpec, are chosen because the predominant point 
of view is simply that of sex; Reiche thinks: out of contempt, because 
the words would also be used of beasts; but in fact, such unnatural 
things are foreign to the very beasts. Besides, the words are used even 
of the gods (Homer, J/. viii. 7, and frequently). — rv dvorxqv ypiow] of 
their sex, not: of the male, which is unsuitable to the vice indicated. 
Regarding ypyovc in the sense of sexual use, see Wetstein and Kypke, also 
Coray, ad Heliodor. Aeg., p. 31.4—That duoiws dé nai after the preceding 
ré makes the latter an anakoluthon, is commonly assumed, but altogether 
without foundation, because in ré ydép the ré does not necessarily require any 


. KTicavTa COn- 


1See Bernhardy, p. 259; Winer, p. 377 
[E. T. 404]; and the passages from Plato in 
Ast. Lex. III. p. 28. 

2 Comp. on mredpa aywovvys in ver. 4, and 
Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. 21. 

3 Respecting ré yap, namque, for... 
indeed (vii.7 ; 2 Cor. x. 8), see Hermann, ad 
Soph. Trach. 1015; Hartung, I. p. 115 ; Klotz, 
ad Devar. p. 749 ff. 

4 How very prevalent among the Gentiles 
(it was found also among the Jews, see 


Schoettgen, Hor. in loc.) was the so-called 
Lesbian vice, AecBidgew (Lucian, D. Mer. 5. 
1), women with women abusing their sex 
(tribades, in Tertullian jrictrices), see Sal- 
masius, foen. Trapez. p. 143 f., 152 f. ; and the 
commentators on Ael. V, H. iii. 12. Comp. 
the ératpiorpiat in Plat. Symp. p. 191 E, and 
the acéAyera tprBaxy in Luc. Amor. 28; and 
see Ruhnken. ad Tim. p. 124, and generally 
Rosenbaum, Gesch, d. Lustseuche im Alterth, 
ed. 2, 1845. 


_ 
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correlative. See Klotz lc. If it were put correlatively, we should have 
in duoiws J? kai the other corresponding member really present (as is actually 
the case, e.g. in Plat. Symp. p. 186 E), which however would in that case 
inappropriately stand out with greater emphasis and weight than the former. 
The reading ré (instead of dé) in Elz., as well as the entire omission of the 
particle (C, min., Origen, Jerome), is a too hasty emendation. — é&exaidyoar] 
Stronger than the simple form.? Such a state is the rvupovoda in 1 Cor. 
vii. 9. Moreover, Paul represents here not the heat that precedes the act of 
unchastity, but that which is kindled in the act itself (katepya{éuevoer . . . . 
aroAauBdvovtec). — dpaevec év apoeor] whilst they, males on males, performed the 
(known, from ver. 26) wnseemliness. On the emphatic juxtaposition of dpo. 
év dpo. comp. generally Lobeck, ad Aj. 522, and in particular Porphyr. de 
abstin. iv. 20 ; and Wetstein in loc. On xarepydfeodat, which is used both of 
evil (ii. 9, vii. 9, xv. 17 f.) and good (v. 3, xv. 18; Phil. ii. 12), but which, 
as distinguished from épydteo9a:, always expresses the bringing to pass, the 
accomplishment, comp. especially ii. 9, and van Hengel thereon ; 1 Cor. v. 
3; 2 Cor. vii. 10, and the critical remarks thereon. On doyny. see Gen. 
Xxxlv. 7. — rv avtyuuodiav x.t.A.| The aberration, which Paul means, see in 
vv. 21-23, 28 ; it is the aberration from God to idols, not that implied in the 
sexual perversion of the divine order (Hofmann), which perversion, on the con- 
trary, is brought by 6:6 in ver. 24, and by dvd rovro in ver. 26, under the 
point of view of penal retribution for the rAdvy. By the recompense for the 
mwAdvy Paul does not at all mean that the men ‘‘ have that done to them by 
their fellows, which they themselves do to theirs” (Hofmann), but rather, in har- 
mony with the connection of cause and effect, the abominable unnatural 
lusts just described,.to which God has given up the Gentiles, and thereby, 
in recompensing godlessness through such wicked excesses (ver. 18), re- 
vealed His épyz. Therefore also fv éde is added, namely, in accordance 
with the necessity of the holy divine order. See vv. 24, 26, 28. On ayt- 
puoSia comp. 2 Cor. vi. 13; Clem. Cor. I. 1. It occurs neither in Greek 
authors, who have the adjective avriyictog (Aesch. Suppl. 273), nor in the 
LXX. or Apocrypha. — év éavroic] on themselves mutually (év GAAhioic), as in 
ver. 24. It enhances the sadness of the description. For a number of pas- 
sages attesting the prevalence of unchastity between man and man, espe- 
cially of paederastia among the Gentiles, particularly the Greeks (it was for- 
bidden to the Jews in Lev. xviii. 22), see Becker, Charikl. I. p. 346 ff. ; 
Hermann, Privatalterth. § 29; Bernhardy, Griech. Lit. ed. 2, p. 50 ff. 
Moreover, Bengel aptly observes regarding the whole of this unreserved ex- 
posure of Gentile unchastity : ‘‘ In peccatis arguendis saepe scapha debet 


1 Stallbaum, ad Plat. Polit. p. 270 D, Rep. 
p. 367 C; Dissen. ad Pind. Ol. viii. 56; 
Klausen, ad Aesch. Choeph. p. 199. Hof- 
mann thinks that with opoiws S€ Kai «.7.A, 
the argument ascends fo the greater danger 
Sor the continuance of the human race. But 
that is a purely imported thought. The 
Apostle’s point of view isthe moral aria, 
which, in the case of female depravity, 


comes out most glaringly. And therefore 
Paul, in order to cast the most tragic light 
possible on these conditions, puts the brief 
delineation of female conduct in the fore- 
ground, in order ‘then symmetrically to 
subjoin, with opoiws $& cat, the male vice as 
the second part of the filthy category. 

2 Comp. Alciphr. iii. 67; éfexavOnv eis Epwra 
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scapha dici. Pudorem praeposterum ii fere postulant, qui pudicitia 
carent. . . . Gravitas et ardor stili judicialis proprietate verborum non 
violat verecundiam. ” Observe, nevertheless, how the Apostle delineates 
the female dishonour in less concrete traits than the male. He touches the 
matter in ver. 26 briefly and clearly enough, but with delicate avoidance of 
detailed description. 

Ver. 28. From the previous exclusive description of the sensual vice of 
the Gentiles, Paul now proceeds to a summary enumeration of yet other 
vices to which they had been given up by God in punishment of their apos- 
tasy. — kad] is not causal, but quemadmodum. The giving them up was 
something corresponding to their disdainful rejection of the knowledge of 
God, proportionate as punishment. — ov« édoxiuacav] they deem God not worth 
(1 Thess. ii. 4) ; ob yap ayvoiac, aAAd werérng elvae not Ta ToAujpata, Chrysos- 
tom. — éyevv év éxryvdcer| Their yrava: tov Oedv, derived from the revelation 
of nature (ver. 21), ought to have been brought by cultivation to an émcyvd- — 
va, that is, to a penetrating and living knowledge of God (see on Eph. i. 
17 ; 1 Cor. xiii. 12) ; thus they would have attained to the having God é» 
éxiyvécer ; but they would not, and so became ra édvy ra pu eidéra Tov Ody, 
1 Thess. iv. 5; Gal. iv. 8; Eph. ii. 12; Acts xvii. 30. On éyew év with 
an abstract noun, which represents the object as appropriated in the action, 
so that it is possessed in the latter (here in éxvyvavar), comp. Locella, ad Xen. 
Eph. p. 255. Similar is év épyf éxevv, and the like, Kriiger on Thucyd. ii. 8, 
3. — el dd6x. voov] An ingenious paronomasia with ovx édoxiu., to set forth 
the more prominently the recompense, to which the emphatically repeated 6 
Oeéc also contributes : as they did not esteem God worthy, etc., God gave 
them up to an unworthy, reprobate voic (the collective power of the mind’s 
action in theoretic and moral cognition.)* The rendering judicii expers 
(Beza, Gléckler and others) is opposed to the genius of the language, even 
as Bengel turns it, and Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 280, defines it. The adéx:yov of 
the voic is its blameworthiness according to an objective moral standard, but 
does not express the mode of thinking which they themselves must condemn 
among one another (Th. Schott ; comp. Hofmann), which is neither to be 
taken by anticipation from ver. 82, nor extracted from pj. — roeiv ra yy 
kaShxovra] to do what is not becoming, what is not moral. Comp. 3 Mace. iv. 16. 
The Stoical distinction between xadfxov and xarép9epua Paul has not thought 
of (as Vitringa conceives). The infinitive is epexegetical : so that they do. 
The participle with 4 indicates the genus of that which is not seemly (Baeum- 
lein, Partik. p. 296) ; 7a ob xadfxovra (comp. Eph. v. 4), would be the wn- 
seemly. The negative expression is correlate to the adéxipog vodc. 

Vv. 29-81. IerAypwpévove réoy ddixig] a more precise definition of roseiv 
ra wp xadhK.: as those who are full of every unrighteousness (ver. 18). This is 
the general statement, and all the points subsequently introduced are its 
several species, so that pecrode dévov and then yvpiorac x.T.A. are appositions 


1 Comp. on vii. 23, and Kluge in the Jahrb. not determine the ethical conduct in accord- 
.f. D. Th. 1871, p. 329. The voids is a8éxuos ance with it. 
when, not receptive for divine truth, it does 
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to merAnp. x. adix. Similar catalogues of sins are 2 Cor. xii. 30; Gal. v. 19 
ff.; Eph. v. 3f.; 1 Tim. i. 9f.; 2 Tim. iii. 2 ff. — rovmpia. . . . kakia| ma- 
lignity (malice), comp. Eph. iv. 81; Col. iii. 8; Tit. iii, 8... . . véleness 
(meanness), the latter, in Aristotle and other writers, opposed to dperf, and 
translated in Cicero, Tuse. iv. 15, 34, by vitiositas. Comp. 1 Cor. v. 8. — 
¢évov] Conceived here as the thought which has filled the man, the pepunpitecv 
gévov, Homer, Od. xix. 2, comp. Acts ix. 1. On the paronomasia with 
gdévov comp. Gal. v. 21. The latter is just the onyeiov dboewe ravrdract 
rovnpac, Dem. 499, 21. — kaxon¥eiac] malicious disposition, whose peculiarity 
it is éxt rd yeipov broAauBave ta révra (Aristotle, Rhet. ii. 13). As the con- 
text requires a special vice, we may not adopt, with Erasmus, Calvin, and 
Homberg, the general signification perversitas, corruptio morum (Xen. Cyn. 
xiii. 16 ; Dem. 542, 11; Plat. Rep. p. 848 D).!— Wdup.] whisperers, tale- 
bearers, consequently secret slanderers (Dem. 1358, 6) ; but x«ardaado., calum- 
niators, detractors generally, not precisely open ones (Theophylact, Kéllner, de 
Wette, and others). Comp. ydupiswot¢e te kat xatadadidc, Clem. Cor. i. 35. 
The construction of xkaraAddove as an adjective with ~uvp (Hofmann), must be 
rejected, because none of the other elements has an adjectival definition an- 
nexed to it, and because xaradda. would not add to the notion of wdvp. any- 
thing characteristic in the way of more precise definition. vp would be 
better fitted to form a limiting definition of xarad. But in 2 Cor. xii. 20 
also, both ideas stand independently side by side. — Seoorvyeic] hated by 
God, Deo odibiles (Vulgate). This passive rendering of the word which be- 
longs especially to the tragedians (Pollux, i. 21), so that it is equivalent to 
Och éyVIaipduevog (comp. Soph. Aj. 458), is clearly attested by the wsus 
loquendi as the only correct one.” Since no passage whatever supports the 
active. signification, and since even Suidas and Oecumenius clearly betray 
that they knew the active meaning adopted by them to be a deviation from 
the usage of the ancient writers,* we must reject, with Koppe, Riickert, 
Fritzsche, de Wette, Philippi, Baumgarten-Crusius, and Hofmann, the in- 
terpretation, Dei osores, that has been preferred by the majority since the 
time of Theodoret.* Even the analogous forms that have been appealed to, 
Veopiogc, Bpotoorvyfs (Aesch. Choeph. 51, Prom. 799), are to be taken as 


where there is an echo of our passage, had 
in view the active or the passive sense of 
Oeoorvyets. He uses indeed the evidently 
active Oeoorvyia, but adds at the close of 
the list of sins : tadra ot mpdocovtes oTvyntot 
T@ Oc@ Urapxovo.v. Chrysostom does not 
express his opinion regarding the word. 

4 The Dei osores was taken to refer to the 


1 See regarding the word generally Hom- 
berg, Parerg. p. 196 ; Kypke, II. p. 155 f. 

2See Eurip. Jroad. 1213, Cycl. 395, 598, 
Neophr. ap. Stob. serm. 20, p. 172. Comp. 
Geootvyntos in Aesch. Choeph. 635, Fritzsche 
in loc., and Wetstein. 

3 Suidas says: @coorvyeis Oeopionrot, oi vrd 
Ocov picovpmevor Kai ot @edv prcovvtes: mapa dé 


T@ aTOTTOAw OeoaTvyEis OVXi ot b7d Oeod picod- 
Mevot, GAA’ ot picodvTes Tov @edv. Oecume- 
nius: @eogrvyeis 5 ov Tovs Urd Ocod prcoupe- 
vous, ov yap av’T@ Toto Sei~ar mpdxertar vor, 
GAAG Tos pigodvTas @edv. These negative 
definitions, which both give, manifestly 
point to the use of the word in other 
authors, from which Paul here departs. It 
is doubtful whether Clement, Cor. I. 35, 


heathen vice of wrath against the gods con- 
ceived as possessing human passions. See 
Grotius and Reiche. Others have under- 
stood it variously. Tholuck thinks of ac- 
cusersof providence, Promethean characters, 
Ewald, of dlasphemers of God; Calvin, of 
those who have a horror of God on account 
of His righteousness. Thus there is intro- 
duced into the general expression what the 
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passives, and therefore testify against the active interpretation: Comp. 
SeoBAaBge, stricken of God, Herod. viii. 137, al. In particular, Seousone is 
- quite the same as: Seoorvyf¢ the opposite of teoguAge, beloved of God.? The 
accentuation Seosrtync, approved of even by Grotius and Beza, to distinguish 
it from the passive Seoorvyfc, is nothing but an ancient (Suidas) unsupported - 
fiction.? G@od-hating is expressed by yi0d8e0c, Lucian, Tim. 35, Aesch. Ag. 
1090 ; comp. #Aé8e0c, God-loving. The adoption, nevertheless, of the active 
sense was occasioned by the consideration : ‘‘ut in passivo positum dicatur, 
nulla est ratio, quum P. hic homines ex vitiis evidentibus reos faciat,” Cal- 
vin ; but even granting a certain unsuitableness in the passive sense, still 
we should not be justified in giving an explanation contrary to the usus 
loquendi ; we should be obliged to abide by the view that Paul had mixed 
up a less suitable term among the others. But this objection is diminished, 
if we take Geoor., in accordance with the idea of divine holiness, as a char- 
acteristic designation of infamous evil-doers in general. So Fritzsche, and 
also Philippi.‘ And it vanishes altogether, if, leaving the word in its strict 
signification, hated of God, we recognize in it a summary judgment of moral 
indignation respecting all the preceding particulars ; so that, looking back on 
these, it forms a resting point in the disgraceful catalogue, the continuation 
of which is then carried on by ifpiordc x.t.A. According to Hofmann, 
Seoorvy. is an adjective qualifying iBpiordc. But we do not see why precisely 
this single point * in the entire catalogue, insolence (the notion of which is 
not to be arbitrarily heightened, so as to make it denote ‘‘the man-despiser 
who treads upon his fellows”), among so many particulars, some of them even 
worse, should be accompanied by an epithet, and one, too, of so extreme 
severity. — The continuation begins with a threefold description of self-exal- 
tation, and that in a descending climax. Regarding the distinction between 
iBpiorat, the insolent (qui prae superbia non solum contemnunt alios, sed 
etiam contumeliose tractant, comp. 1 Tim. i. 18), imepfoavor, the proud (who, 
proud of real or imaginary advantages, despise others), and adafdvec (boast- 
ers, swaggerers, without exactly intending to despise or insult others with 
their vainglory), see Tittmann, Synon. N. T. p. 73 £.° If imepng. be taken 
as adjective with the latter (Hofmann), then the vice, which is invariably and 
intrinsically immoral,’ would be limited merely to a particular mode of it. 


context gives no hint of. This applies also 
to Luther’s gloss: ‘“‘the real Hpicureans, 
who live asif there were no God.” 

1 Evenin Clem. Hom. i. 12, there is nothing 
whatever in the connection opposed to the 
passive rendering of Ocoarvyeis. 

2See Plat. Rep. p. 612 E, Huth. p. 8 A; 
Dem. 1486, ult.; Arist. Ran. 443. Comp. 
Geq pronto, Wisd. xiv. 9; and, as regards 
the idea, the Homeric és xe Ocotow améxOntas 
waxapecowv, Od. x. 74. 

3 See Buttmann, IT. p. 371, Winer, p. 53 [E. 
T. 53]. 

4Comp. Plat. Legg. viii. p. 888 B: «o- 
toh... « Kal aisxpav aicxiora, 


5 For neither caraAdA. nor vrepyd. are to 
be taken as adjectives. See on those 
words. Hofmann seems to have adopted 
such a view, merely in order to gain anal- 
ogies in the text for his inappropriate treat- 
ment of the objectionable @cocrvyets as an 
adjective. 

6 Comp. Grotius and Wetstein ; on adag, 
especially Ruhnk. ad. Tim. p. 28, Ast, ad. 
Theophr. Char. 28. 

7 See Xen. Mem. i. 7, 1 ff., where adacoveia 
is the antithesis of dapery. It belongs te 
the category of the pevder@a, Aesch. adv. 
Ctesiph. 99; Plat. Lys. p. 218 D. Compare 
also 2 Tim. iii. 2; Clem. Cor. I. 35. 


CHAP. I., 32. 71 


— égevp. xaxdv] devisers (Anacr. xli. 3) of evil things, quite general ; not to 
be limited to things of luxury, with Grotius ; nor, with Hofmann, to evils 
which they desire to do to others.'— dovvérouc] irrational, unreflecting, who, 
in what they do and leave undone, are not determined by the civeoic, by 
morally intelligent insight. Luther rightly says: ‘‘Mr. Unreason going 
rashly to work [Hans Unvernunft, mit dem Kopfe hindurch].” So also 
Eccles, xv. 7. The rendering devoid of conscience (according to Suidas) de- 
viates from the proper signification of the word. — acuvdétovc] makes a par- 
onomasia with the foregoing, and means, not wnsociable (Castalio, Tittmann, 
Ewald, comp. Hofmann), for which there is no warrant of usage, but cove- 
nant-breakers.? On dordépy. (without the natural affection of love) and aveAepu 
(unmerciful), see Tittmann, Synon. p. 69.— The succession of the accumu- 
lated particulars is not arranged according to a systematic scheme, and the 
construction of such a scheme leads to arbitrary definition of the import of 
individual points ; but still their distribution is so far in accordance with 
approximate categories, that there are presented :— 41st, The general 
heathen vices, merAnpapévovg . . . . Kkakia ; 2nd, dispositions inimical to 
others, weorode . . . . KaxozSeiac, and calumniatory speeches, yudvup., KataAdaa. ; 
both series concluding with the general @coorvyeic ; then, 37d, The arrogant 
character, iSpiordcg . . . . dAafévac ; and finally, 4th, A series of negative 
particulars (all with @ privative), but headed by the positive, general édevp. 
xaxav. This negative series portrays the want of dutiful affection in family 
life (yov. amevd.), of intelligence (dovvér.), fidelity (aovvd.), and love, 
(aorépy. aveA.),—consequently the want of every principle on which moral 
action is based. [See Note XIV. p. 78.] 

Ver. 32. Oirwwec] quippe qui, of such a character, that they, cannot be the 
specification of a reason, as in ver. 25, and cannot consequently be intended 
to repeat once more the laying of the blame on themselves, since ver. 32 
merely continues the description of the wickedness. It rather serves to 
introduce the awful completion of this description of vice; and that in 
such a way, that the Gentile immorality is brought clearly to light as an 
opposition to knowledge and conscience, and is thereby at the last very evi- 
dently shown to be wholly inexcusable (comp. ii. 1).—7d Otkaiwua T. Oeov'] 
i.€. that which God as Lawgiver and Judge has ordained ; what He has deter- 
mined, and demands, as right.* Paul means the natural law of the moral 
consciousness (ii. 15), which determines : or: of ra rovavta mpdooovrec K.T.A. 
This 67: x.7.4. therefore is not to be treated as a parenthesis. — éncyvérrec] 
although they have discerned (comp. on ver. 28), not merely yvévre¢ ; but so 
much the greater is the guilt. — Savérov] What in the view of the heathen 
was conceived of as the state of punishment in Hades (comp. Philippi and 
Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 277), which was incurred through vice and crime, Paul 
designates, in accordance with the truth involved in it (comp. Plat. Rep. p. 
330 D), from Ais standpoint as Sévaroc, and by this he means eternal death 





1 Comp. 2 Mace. vii. 21, and the passages also Dem. 383, 6. 
from Philo in Loesner; also Tacit. Ann. iv. 3 Comp. Kriiger on Thuc. i. 41, 1; and 
11, and Virg. Aen. ii. 161. see on v. 16. 

3 Jer. iii. 8,10 f.; Suidas, Hesychius ; see 
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(comp. 2 Thess. i. 8) ; not temporal (Bengel, van Hengel, Mehring) ; or 
execution (Grotius, Hofmann) ; also not indefinitely severe punishments,’ the 
misery of sin, and so forth (so even Fritzsche and de Wette). — ovvevdok. roi¢ 
npaoo.| they are consenting with them that do them (comp. Luke xi. 48 ; Acts 
viii. 1; 1 Cor. vii. 12 ; 1 Macc. i. 60 ; 2 Macc. xi. 24. They not only do 
those things, but are also in their moral judgment (so wholly antagonistic to 
conscience has the latter become in the abandonment unto which God has 
decreed them, ver. 28) in agreement with others who so act. Bengel well 
remarks : ‘‘ pejus est ovvevdoxeiv ; nam qui malum patrat, sua sibi cupiditate 
abducitur,” etc., and how sharply are we otherwise ourselves accustomed to 
see and judge the mote in the eye of another ! (Matt. vii. 3). This cli- 
max? to the description of immorality, moreover, is neither to be referred 
with Grotius and Baumgarten-Crusius to the philosophers, who approved of 
several vices (paederastia, revenge, etc.) or regarded them as adiaphora ; 
nor with Heumann and Ewald to the magistrates, who left many crimes 
unpunished and even furthered them by their own example ; but, in har- 
mony with the quite general delineation of Gentile depravity, to be taken 
as a general feature marking the latter, which is thus laid bare in the deep- 
est slough of moral perversity. — The rpdooovrec and mpdooovor are more com- 
prehensive than the simple zowvow (do), designating the pursuit of these 
immoralities as the aim of their activity.* 


Norrs spy AMERICAN EpDITor. 


I. Ver. 1. IlatAoc. 


The view of the origin of the name Paul advocated by Meyer in his Introduc- 
tion to the Epistle, § 1, and in his notes on Acts xiii. 9—that it was received 
on occasion of the conversion of Sergius Paulus—is also given by Olshausen, 
Ewald, and some others, but it is rejected by most writers of recent times, and 
by Weiss in his edition of Meyer's work. Weiss holds that it is rendered 
improbable by the fact that the name is mentioned in the Acts three verses 
earlier than the statement of the conversion of the proconsul. It may be 
questioned whether this argument can be regarded as having, in itself, spécial 
or decisive force. But, when the manner of introducing the new name into 
the narrative is considered, as related both to the preceding and following con- 
text, it will be observed that there is nothing, except what may easily be a mere 
accidental juxtaposition of words to favor the derivation suggested ; while, on the 
other hand, there is, in addition to the improbability that the Apostle would 
have adopted a name from one of his converts, a noticeable absence of any such 
indication that he did thus adopt it, as might naturally be expected if the his- 
torian had intended to convey this idea. It seems better, therefore, to hold 
that the Apostle had two names : one connected with his Hebrew origin, and 
the other with his Roman citizenship. | 


1Melanchthon says well against this 2 The climax lies necessarily in aAAd Kai 


view: “ P. non loquitur de politica guber- _ (in opposition to Reiche, Comm. crit. p. 6). 
natione, quae tantum externa facta punit : 3 See on John iii. 20. Comp. ‘Rom. ii. 3, 


verum de judicio proprio in cujusque con- vii. 15, xiii. 4; Dem. de cor. 62: té mpoojxor | 
scientia intuente Deum.” hv éAéaOa mparrery K. wovetv. 


NOTES. 13 


II. doddog ’Inood Xprorod. 


The word dodAo¢ involves two ideas—that of belonging to a master, and that 
of service as a slave. As connected with the latter idea, the door isina 
dovAeig, which answers to our conception of slavery ; as connected with the 
former, though he may, indeed, be in this condition, yet he also may not be. 
When speaking of Christian disciples, Paul always uses the word in the former 
sense. To his view, the believer, so far as his work and life are concerned, 
passes at his conversion out of the state of dovAeia into that of éAevfepia. The 
only slavery is that of sin, The service of Christ is perfect freedom. Whether 
the word is here used as referring to official position or with a more general 
meaning, cannot be determined with absolute certainty. As we find it, how- 
’ ever, when employed in connection with the names of individual persons, 
always applied to those who had some special work as teachers or ministers, 
and as in most of the places where it is thus applied it occurs in the opening 
salutations of the Apostolic letters, it seems probable that it carries with it the 
official reference. Yet this reference must be regarded as quite general (as 
Meyer says), and the idea of the word—as when used of the private Christian 
—is that of wholly belonging to Chrisi. 


III. Ver. 3. wep? roi viod atrod, x.7.A. 


The following points must be regarded as established by the manifest 
parallelism of the clauses : (a) that two things are declared respecting the Son, 
one on the odpé side of his nature, and the other on the rveiua side ; the rveiua 
being, thus, not the Holy Spirit, but the Son’s own spirit, and ay. being a 
characteristic or descriptive genitive ; (b) that the former of these two things 
is his descent from David and birth in the line of David’s family, while the lat- 
ter is designated by dépro8évroc—dvuvduer. That odpé, as used in the former state- 
ment, does-not, in itself, exclude the idea of a descent from David so far as the 
human rvedua is concerned, is evidenced by the common representation, in the 
Pauline Epistles (as well as the other N. T. writings), of Jesus as a complete 
man, and by the fact that there is nothing in the contrast of this particular 
sentence which necessarily contradicts the general representation. That there 
is nothing of this character is clear, because the contrasted vedua here may 
refer to the divine nature in Christ as distinguished from his human nature ; 
and if, on the other hand, it is interpreted as referring to his human spirit, the 
statement of the clause must be understood as made with reference to it,—and 
as declaring what was true of it,—only after the resurrection. It must be 
admitted, however, that the phrase ‘‘ according to the flesh’? may be employed 
here, as often in the case of ‘similar expressions in common speech, to call 
attention to the physical origin, without making prominent—though, indeed, 
it does not deny—the human-spiritual descent ; and thus that the mere use of 
this phrase cannot properly be considered as decisive proof that the human 
nature is contrasted with the divine, and that rveiua must refer to the divine 
nature, 

The fact, however, that the contrast is thus filled out to greater fulness, 
and its introduction is more satisfactorily accounted for ; that the expression 
nvevua &yiwovrne is not only a peculiar one, which would not be expected when 
speaking of men, but one having a near affinity to rveiua dyiov, the name given to 
the Divine Spirit ; and that Paul elsewhere exalts Christ above all other beings 
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except God, or even gives him Divine exaltation, must be regarded as strongly 
pointing to the conclusion that something more is intended by the word than 
the mere ‘‘éow dOpwroc, which receives the communication of the divine,” 
and that to the writer’s mind there was in Christ a peculiar divine element of 
nature, by virtue of and in accordance with which he was constituted Son of 
God with power by his resurrection. 

In respect to dpiofévroc, Meyer has satisfactorily shown that it is equivalent 
to qui constitutus est. The verb carries with it the idea of marking as by a 
boundary, and so, when connected with the matter of office, position, etc., of 
constituting, appointing, in which sense it is used in Acts x. 42, xvii. 31. It is 
evident, however, that the Apostle does not mean to affirm that Christ was 
constituted Son of God, in connection with his resurrection, in any such sense 
as would involve the declaration that he was not Son of God before this. 
Such a declaration would be clearly opposed to the Pauline doctrine, as 
exhibited in all his Epistles. Moreover, the constituting did not consist sim- 
ply in a demonstrating or proving him to be Son of God to the view of men. 
This idea is neither presented in the participle itself, nor in any other words 
of the sentence. That the writer, however, in sucha statement, would not 
fail to set forth the precise sense in which he designed to use the word, is 
altogether probable. If we connect év duvdue: with viot Oeod we have such an 
explanatory phrase which meets the demands of the case and accords with 
New Testament teaching. Otherwise there is none. We may regard this as 
the true construction, therefore, rather than that which is favored by Meyer 
(with whom de Wette, Godet, Alford, Gifford, Shedd, and others agree), 
although the possibility of the latter must undoubtedly be admitted. It was by 
the resurrection that Christ was made Son of God with power, as he had not 
been in his earthly condition and as born of the seed of David. Weiss ed. 
Mey. agrees with this view. 


IV. Ver. 5. ydpiv kai drooroAqy. 


The explanation of these words is to be sought, (a) in connection with such 
passages as Rom. xii. 6-8; Eph. iii. 7-12; Gal. ii. 9; Rom. xii. 3; xv. 15; 1 Cor. iii. 
10. From these passages it is evident, that, in addition to his conception of di- 
vine grace as bestowed upon all believers, and as lying at the basis of their 
Christian life, Paul had the thought of a special impartation of this grace to 
individual men, for the purpose of fitting them for various offices and duties. 
In his own case, it had been given in such measure and manner as to qualify 
him to be a preacher of the Gospel, an apostle, a missionary to the Gen- 
tiles rather than the Jews, a founder of churches in regions into which others 
had not previously entered. It is also to be sought, (6) in connection with 
passages such as Gal. iv. 2, in which aword of amore specific character is 
added by xai to one that is more general, the design of the addition being to 
point the reader to that particular application of the general word which is, 
at the time, in the writer’s mind. The form of expression in such cases is not 
precisely a hendiadys (as if in this verse, e.g. the words were equivalent to 
yap arooroAme ; but the latter word is nevertheless explanatory, and carries 
with it the principal thought. As the writer says of the heir of an estate in 
Gal. iv. 2, that, in his minority, he is under guardians (émirpérovc, the general 
word), and [i.e. to mark more particularly the relation tothe point in hand] 
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guardians in the matter of property (oixovéuovc), So here he declares of him- 
self, that he had, through Jesus Christ, received grace, and, specially, the gift of 
and qualification for the apostolic office. The striking similarity in the main 
thought of this verse and that of xv. 15, 16 can scarcely fail to be noticed as 
confirming this view of the meaning here. It is this particular and peculiar 
gift of grace, on which the Apostle founds his claim to address and admonish 
the Gentile churches. 
V. Ver. 5. ei¢ braxony riorewe. 


That Meyer is correct in his explanation of these words, as against the view 
of Calvin, Hofmann, Godet, and others, including Weiss ed. Mey., who regard 
mioTewe as gen. appos., obedience which consists in faith, and that of Sanday, Shedd, 
and others, who hold it to be a gen. subj. obedience which springs from faith, is 
proved by the fact that in all other cases, where iraxo7 is used ina similar way, 
the gen., whether denoting a person or thing, is objective, and also by the 
fact that where a kindred expression is employed having the kindred verb 
draxovewv, the object and not the source, of the obedience is referred to. Philippi, 
de Wette, Alford, Gifford, Olshausen, Schaff, Beet, and others agree with Meyer, 
Godet and Weiss claim that faith is never in N. T. conceived of objectively 
as a power, and hence that Meyer’s view has no foundation. But this claim 
can hardly be substantiated, in view of Acts vi. 7 ; Gal. i. 23 (cf. Gal. iii. 2, 5 : 
2 Tim. iv. 7). The correctness of Meyer’s opinion, that micric here means 
subjective faith, and not doctrina fidei or the gospel, is admitted by the larger 
part of the best modern commentators. It is doubtful, to say the least, whether 
faith is ever used in N. T. as having the sense of the faith, i.e. the system of 
Christian doctrine, and certain that it does not ordinarily have this meaning. 
The probability against this sense of the word is, therefore, exceedingly 
strong in this and all similar cases. . 


VI. Ver. 8. mpdrov pév. 


The second point of the introductory passage, which is indicated by his use 
of zpwrov as in the writer’s mind, is his desire to visit the readers. He is led, 
however, in the progress of his sentences, to bring out this. desire in a gram- 
matical subordination to the expression of his thankfulness for the widespread 
knowledge of their Christian life, and, thus, to abandon his original design of 
introducing it by a detrepov or émeita. The presentation, in such a grammat 
ically subordinate way, of thoughts which are logically co-ordinate with others 
already expressed, belongs to the epistolary style as distinguished from that of 
a formal treatise, and is especially characteristic of the style of the Pauline 
letters. 

VII. Ver. 11. cig rd ornprxOqvar pac. 


This verb is found again in xvi. 25 ;—at the beginning, thus, and the end 
of the letter. It indicates what the Apostle hoped might be the result of a per- 
sonal visit to the readers, if he should be permitted to make such a visit, and 
also what he thought of as the great blessing which God was able to bestow 
upon them, As this letter was apparently written in order that it might bea 
kind of representative of himself, until the hoped-for visit should be accom- 
plished, we can scarcely doubt that in the idea of this verb isto be found 
the final purpose of his writing. However fully the epistle has the doctrinal 
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character, it was designed to accomplish a practical result—namely, to estab- 
lish and strengthen the Roman believers in the Christian life. This, and not 
the mere knowledge of true doctrine, was what he desired as the fruit of his 
labors (ver. 13), and by reason of this he expected to be encouraged when he 
saw the evidence of their faith (ver. 12), as, at the same time, he trusted that 
they would be encouraged by the manifestation of his own. 


VIII. Ver. 16. mavti 7G rioretortt. 


What the Apostle means by the word ravri is manifest from that which he adds 
at the end of the sentence —to the Jew first, and also to the Greek. The same thing 
is seen in ii. 9, 10, iii. 9, 19 ; cf. iii. 22, 23, 29; iv. 16; cf. iv. 11, 12; that is, in 
all those passages (from the beginning to the end of his direct argument for his 
doctrine of justification), in which the relations of the faith system and the 
legal system are set forth, in their contrast with each other, by the use of this 
word. It is of all men as distinguished from Jews only, and not of all men as 
opposed to all with the exception of acertain portion or number, that he 
speaks in his discussion of the method of salvation. The Pauline universalism ~ 
finds its opposite in the limitations of Judaism. According to the latter, jus- 
tification is confined to those who are born into the Jewish nation, or are 
united with it as proselytes ; according to the former, it is open to men every- 
where, Gentiles equally with Jews,—to all who believe, without regard to na- 
tional distinctions or boundaries. 


IX. Ver. 17. dixaootyn yap Oot x.T.A. 


Ver. 17 may be regarded as containing in itself the subject of the Epistle, or 
the proposition which the writer undertakes to establish and defend: ight- 
eousness is by faith. This proposition, however, is not presented in an indepen- 
dent and formal way. On the contrary, it is made, through the ydp at the 
beginning of the verse, to be a proof that the gospel is. the power of God unto 
salvation to every believer ; and this latter statement, again, through the ydp 
by which it is introduced, is brought forward as the ground of the writer’s 
declaration, that he is not ashamed of the gospel. The form of expression in 
the 17th verse is naturally affected by this manner of its introduction, and hence 
we have the words as they stand: A (or the) righteousness of God is revealed 
in it [the gospel] as proceeding from faith. The argument which follows, 
however, is directed to the end of proving the truth of the proposition in its 
simplest statement. 

The interpretation of é« ricrewc as denoting the subjective source or cause from 
which righteousness comes is proved to be correct, (a) from the fact that this 
verse stands in the relation above described to the entire discussion of the 
Epistle, which is upon righteousness by faith ; (6) from the meaning of éx mloT ews 
in the confirmatory passage cited, in the latter part of the verse, from 
O. T. ; (c) from the use of dca mictewe in the parallel passage, iii. 21, 22 ; (d) 
from the fact that Paul in several places employs the expression d:xavoobvy 
éx mlotewe (e.g. ix. 30, x.6; cf. Gal. v. 5) in this sense, but never in any 
other. The explanation of ei¢ xiotiv, on the other hand, is suggested by the 
mode of arguing adopted by the writer (see Note X. also). The phenomena of 
the case are as follows: The proposition presented in ver. 17 is proved by 
showing that the only other doctrine supposable -- namely, that of justification 
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by works—cannot be maintained. This negative proof is evidently completed 
at iii. 20. The only thing remaining to be done, at that point, is, accordingly, 
to repeat the original proposition, as having been already established. There is, 
in fact, such a repetition in iii, 21, 22,.as we must admit from the striking simi- 
larity, both in the thought and expression of those verses, to what is found in 
i. 17. We cannot doubt, therefore, that the Apostle intended to restate, in the 
later verses, what he had said in the earlier ones, and that, if so, the two must 
throw light upon each other. As we examine the passages, however, we 
find that d:cacootvy Geos occurs in both ; that tegavépwrar of the latter answers 
to droxadtnrera: of the former ; that dia ricrewc corresponds with éx wiotTewe ; 
and that ywpi¢ vduov suggests the idea of év aitg. This being so, the proba- 
bility becomes overwhelming that ei¢ rode miotetovtag answers to eic mioriw 
so far as to give us the author’s meaning in the latter phrase. The zioric of 
i. 17 is, accordingly, that which is in the minds and hearts of the persons re- 
ferred to in iii. 22, and that which makes them o} miotevovtec It is that in 
them to which the revelation of righteousness comes and the offer of justifica- 
tion is presented. 


X. Ver. 18. doxaddnterar ydp dpy) Oeod. 


The discussion, which is entered upon at the 18th verse and continued as far 
as iii. 20, assumes as athing admitted by both parties to the controversy, that 
there is a method by which men can be justified. It also assumes that, if 
there is such a method, it must be either in the line of faith or in that of works. 
These things being granted at the outset, it was evidently necessary for the 
Apostle only to prove that justification is not by works, in order to the estab- 

lishment of the proposition that it is by faith. It is this indirect course which 
he takes in his argument—the direct proof being, in this part of the Epistle, 
left entirely without consideration. The negative argument is divided into 
two sections, the first having reference to the Gentiles, the second to the Jews. 
This division is connected with the defence of the doctrine as against Judais- 
tic views, for, whatever opinion we may have as to the design or character of the 
Epistle, it cannot be doubted that the discussion takes hold upon the great 
question between the Pauline and Jewish Christianity. 


XI. Ver. 20. ra@ aépara x.7.A. 


Evidently the invisible things are the everlasting power and divinity men- 
tioned afterward. The evidence for the existence of God here presented is 
that which the visible creation furnishes to the mind. The creation proves 
a creator with power adequate to produce it, i.e. an omnipotent creator ; om- 
nipotence carries with it the proof of the other divine attributes ; and thus 
the things that are made are, and ever since the beginning of time have been, 
bearing witness to God—a witness which is clearly understood, so soon as the 
voo¢ is directed to it and it is intelligently considered (voodueva). In this way 
the knowledge of God was manifested from the first, and is manifest still, to 
the Gentile nations ; and because of this fact, their turning away to idolatry is 
due, not to a want of revelation of the truth, but toa repressing of the truth, 
(xaTeyé6vrwv ver. 18), and a preventing it from having its legitimate influence 
upon their minds, through their own unrighteousness, 
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XI. Ver. 21. didri—niyapiorgoav, aan’ éuatadéOnoav. 


diére justifies and confirms the preceding word, avaroAoyyrovc, and the two 
following verbs set forth the attitude which, as the natural and legitimate re- 
sult of knowing God, they should have held toward Him: they should have 
glorified Him for what He is in Himself, and have had thankfulness to Him for 
what He had given to them. Neither of these things had they done, but —the 
very opposite of this—they had turned away to the worship of idols. This 
turning to idolatry is set forth in éuatadOyoav x.t.2., as the result of the vain 
and empty speculations (d:adoy.ouoic) into which they were led by reason -of 
wilfully preventing (év adixia) the knowledge of God from having its true influ- 
ence upon their thoughts, and of the consequent darkness and folly in which 
they were involved. Weiss ed. Mey. denies any immediate connection be- 
tween éuaradéOynoav and the use of udraia as employed in O. T. of idols, such as 
Meyer and many others hold, and regards it as pointing only to the fact that 
they directed their thoughts, not to the highest object of all thought, the true 
God, but to earthly things. He thus accords substantially with the view ex- 
pressed above. 


XIII. Ver. 24. did mapédwxev x. 7. A, 


The evidence that there is no justification by works for the Gentiles, but 
rather a revelation of wrath, is presented by a mere setting forth of the works 
which characterize them. For such works there can be nothing but condemna- 
tion. In his unfolding of the heathen sins, the writer lays the foundation of all 
in idolatry (vv. 18-23), and then brings forward other evils as the result of this. 
These other evils he divides into two sections—(1) the sins of impurity 
(vv. 24-27), and (2) all other sins (vv. 28-32). Among these other sins, 
it is noticeable that the first specific one is mAeovetia, covetousness (adckia, 
movnpia, and xaxia, having a general character). The relation of all sin among 
the Gentiles to idolatry, and the development of idolatry on the side of impu- 
rity and of covetousness, seem to have been prominent before the mind of Paul, 
as we find him connecting them elsewhere. He also presents these latter evils 
as the two chief and distinguishing evils of the heathen nations. The paral- 
lelizing of impurity, in the first of the two sections here, with sins of every 
other sort, as if in one great class, in the second, is very suggestive. It is 
noticeable, also, that these multitudinous evils which spring from idolatry are 
presented before the reader as arising from it in the way of a divine judgment : 
God gives over these who thus voluntarily abandon the truth respecting Him- 
self, to the consequences in moral action of their own chosen errors. 


XIV. Ver. 29-31. ddicia—averejpovec. 


That there is no designed arrangement according to a definite classification 
in vv. 29-31, is rendered altogether probable by the following considerations : 
(a) in the midst of a series of words which designate particular kinds of evil- 
doers, we find general words applicable to all evil-doers, Qe0croyeic, édevpétac 
xaxGv. [The explanation of the former of these by Meyer, as a general word 
closing the list which conveys the idea of hostility, and of the latter as a positive 
opening the negative series (with d privative), seems quite unsatisfactory, be- 
cause Qeoorvyeic, on the one hand, is as truly inclusive of the words which im- 
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mediately follow it, as of those which precede, and é¢. xax., on the other, is 
not peculiarly related in its signification to the compound words which it is 
supposed to introduce] ; (0) the arrangement within the individual classes is 
not so accurate as such a purposed classification would call for ; e.g. the words 
from ¢9dévov to Kkakon§eiac ; (c) in other cases, where similar lists of words are 
found, there are difficulties of the same character in the supposition of any 
such formal division, e.g. Gal. iii. 22, 23; Heb. xi, 36, 37 ; (d) these accumulations 
of descriptive terms generally occur (as here, and in Heb, l.c.), in parts of the 
author’s discourse where he is rising towards the climax of his thought, and 
also towards the highest point of feeling —that is, in just those places where he 
would be least disposed to classify with care. All these lists of this character 
are, doubtless, to be explained as accumulations for rhetorical effect. In this 
way, rather than in any other, we may account in the present instance, not 
only for the insertion of general words, as indicated above, but also for the 
succession of negative compounds at the end, the force of which, as the apos- 
tle uttered them one after another when dictating to his amanuensis, can be 
easily appreciated. 
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CHAPTER II. 


Ver. 5. After dmoxaA. D*** K L &**, min., and several versions and 
Fathers, including Or., read xai, which is adopted by Mill, Wetst. Matth. and 
Fritzsche.! Against it is the greatly preponderant authority of the uncials, 
and the suspicion of having been added by way of relief to the accumulation 
of genitives. — Ver. 8. uév after ave0. is wanting in B D* G@ &*, and is omit- 
ted by Lachm. and Tisch. (8), but was easily psssed over from inattention as 
seeming superfluous. — The order dpy7 kad Ovud¢ (thus also Lachm. and Tisch.) 
is decisively attested. — Ver. 13. The article before véuov, Which Elz. and Fritzsche 
read both times, but which Lachm. and Tisch. both times omit, is wanting 
in A B D E (which however has it in the first case) G 8, 31, 46, Damasc. ; and 
betrays itself in the general form of the saying as inserted in order to denote 
the Mosaie law. — Ver. 14, ro:#] Lachm. and Tisch. read zo.dov, following A B 
8, min., Clem. Or. Damasc. (D* G have rovodo.v). The plural is an amend- 
ment suggested by the context. — Ver. 16. Instead of ére Lachm. following A and 
some Fathers, has 7. ; an interpretation ; as is also év 7 fuéoa in B. — Ver. 17. 
ei dé] The too weakly attested Recepta ide or idé is either a mere copyist’s error, 
or an alteration to get rid of the supposed anakoluthon. See Reiche, Comm. 
crit. 


Ver. 1.—ch. iii. 20. Having shown, ch. i. 18-82, in the case of the Gen- 
tiles, that they were strangers to the dcxasootvy Oeov, Paul now, ch.ii.—iii. 20, 
exhibits the same fact with reference to the Jews, and thus adduces 
the second half of the proof as to the universal necessity of justification by 
Jaith. [See Note XV. p. 105.] Naturally the Apostle was chiefly concerned 
with this second half of the proof, as the déc«ia of heathenism was in itself 
clear ; but we see from ch. ii. that the detailed character of that deline- 
ation of Gentile wickedness was intended at the same time as a mirror for 
degenerate Judaism, to repress all Jewish conceit. Comp. Mangold, p. 102. 

Ver. 1. Acé] [See Note XVI. p. 105.] refers back to the main tenor of the whole 
previous exposition (vv. 18-32), and that indeed in its more special aspect as 
setting forth the moral condition of heathenism in respect to its inexeusable- 
ness. ‘This reference is confirmed by the fact, that avaroAdyyro¢ el is said 
with a manifest glancing back to i. 20 ; it is laid down by Paul as it were 
as a finger-post for his d:6. The reference assumed by Reiche, Fritzsche, 
Krehl, de Wette, and older writers, to the proposition in ver. 32, that the 
rightful demand of God adjudges death to the evil-doers ; or to the cog- 
nizance of that verdict, in spite of which the Gentiles were so immoral 


1 Defended also by Philippi and Reiche, pearing not to receive more precise defini- 
Comm. crit., who thinks that the cai has tion. See on the other hand van Hengel. 
been rejected on account of amoxadA. ap- | 
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(Philippi, Baur, Th. Schott, Hofmann, Mangold), has against it the fact 
that this thought formed only a subsidiary sentence in what went betore : 
whereas here a new section begins, at the head of which Paul very naturally 
has placed a reference, even expressly marked by avaroAéyntoc, to the entire 
section ending with ver. 82, over which he now throws once more a retro- 
spective glance. The connection of ideas therefore is : “ wherefore,” i.e. on 
account of that abomination of vice pointed out in wv. 18-32, “ thow art in- 
excusable,” etc. ; ‘‘for”—to exhibit now more exactly this “ wherefore” — 
wherein thow judgest the other, thou condémnest thyself, because thou doest the 
same thing. In other words : before the mirror of this Gentile life of sin all 
excuse vanishes from thee, O man who judgest, for this mirror reflects thine 
own conduct, which thou thyself therefore condemnest by thy judgment. A 
deeply tragic de te narratur/ into which the proud Jewish consciousness 
sees itself all of a sudden transferred. A proleptic use of vd (Tholuck) is 
not to be thought of ; not even yap is so used in the N. T. (see on John iv. 
44), and dé neither in the N. T. nor elsewhere. —6 dvdpwre mac 6 kpivar | 
Just as Paul, i. 18, designated the Gentiles by the general term dvdpédrur, 
and only brought forward the special reference to them in the progress of 
the discourse ; so also he now designates the Jews, not as yet by name (see 
this first at ver. 17), but generally by the address év8pwre, which however 
already implies a trace of reproach (ix. 20); while at the same time he 
makes it by his rac 6 xpivey sufficiently apparent that he is no longer speak- 
ing of the class already delineated, but is turning now to the Jews con- 
trasted with them ; for the self-righteous judging respecting the Gentiles as 
rejected of God? was in fact a characteristic of the Jews. Hence all the more 
groundless is the hasty judgment, that this passage has nothing whatever to 
do with the contrast between Jews and Gentiles (Hofmann). Comp. ver. 
17 ff. And that it is the condemning kpivew which is meant, and not the 
moral capacity of judgment in general (Th. Schott) and its exercise (Hof- 
mann) (comp. on Matt. vii. 9), follows from the subsequent karaxpivecc more 
precisely defining its import. Consequently the quite general interpreta- 
tion (Beza, Calovius, Benecke, Mehring, Luthardt, vom freien Willen, p. 
416) seems untenable, as well as the reference to the Gentiles as the judging 
subjects (Th. Schott), or to all to whom i. 32 applied (Hofmann), or even 
specially to Gentile authorities (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Oec- 
cumenius, Cajetanus, Grotius).*—év 6] either instrumental : thereby, that, 
equivalent to év ror» bre (Hofmann) ; or, still more closely corresponding to 
the 7a yap aitaé rpdooee : in which thing, in which point. Comp. xiv. 22. 
The temporal rendering : eodem tempore quo (Kollner, Reithmayr), arbi- 
trarily obscures the moral identity, which Paul intended to bring out. The 
karakpivecc however is not facto condemnas (Estius, van Hengel), but the 
judgment pronounced upon the other is a condemnatory judgment upon thy- 
self, namely, because it applies to thine own conduct. On the contrast be- 


' Luke xii. 14; Plat. Prot. p. 8830D, Gorg. and many other passages. 
p. 452 B, and the passages in Wetstein, 3 Regarding the nominative as further ethi: 
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 164. calepexegesisof thevocative,seeBernhardy, 
? Midr. Tillin f. 6, 8; Chetubb. f. 3, 2; p. 67, Buttmann, Neut. Gr. p. 128. [E. T. 141.] 
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tween érepov and ceavrév comp. ver. 21; 1 Cor. x. 24, 29; Gal. vi. 4; Phil. 
ii. 4. —-ra ara] the same sins and vices, not indeed according to all their 
several concrete manifestations, as previously described, but according to 
their essential moral categories ; see vv. 17-24. Comp. on the idea John 
viii. '7. —~6 xpivwv] with reproachful emphasis. 

Ver. 2. Oidayev] Paul means to pronounce it as in his own view and that of 
his readers an undoubted truth (comp. iii. 19), that the judicial decision which 
God will one day pronounce, etc. The dé carries on the discourse, and the 
entire sentence forms the propositio major to what is now (ver. 3) to be 
proved, namely, that the person judging (the Jew), who yet makes himself 
guilty of wickedness similar to the things (rd rovaira) in question, deceives 
himself if he thinks to escape the true judgment of God (ver. 5). Thus rd 
kpiuat. Ocov has the emphasis of contrast with that human judgment so 
inconsistent with their own conduct. The predicate of being kara aAgderav 
énl tovc¢ «.t.A. belongs not to the latter, but to the divine xpiva. Th. Schott 
erroneously emphasizes zpdcoovrac, dislocating the clear train of thought, as 
if Paul were treating of the truth that the Gentile’s knowledge of what was 
right would not shield him from sin and condemnation. Hofmann also 
introduces a similar confusion. — card dAg0ecav] contains the standard, in 
accordance with which the judgment of God is pronounced against the ra 
ro.aita rpdooovrec : in accordance with truth, so that it is, without error or 
partiality, entirely adequate to the moral condition of these subjects. Ra- 
phel, Kéllner, Krehl, Mehring, and Hofmann take it as equivalent to ai73é¢, 
really (4 Macc. v. 15 ; and in Greek writers), so that the meaning would 
be : it is in reality issued over them. But it could not be the object of the 
Apostle to remind them of the reality of the divine judicial sentence, which 
was under all circumstances undoubted and undisputed, so much as of its 
truth, for the sake of the Jews who fancied that that judgment would con- 
demn the Gentiles, but would spare the descendants of Abraham as such, 
and on account of their circumcision and other theocratic privileges ; by 
which idea they manifestly denied the aaqea of the xpiva tov Oeoi, as if it 
were an untrue false sentence, the contents of which did not correspond to 
the existing state of the facts. 

Ver. 3. Antithesis of ver. 2, ‘‘That God judges evildoers according to 
truth, we know (ver. 2) ; but judgest thou (in the face of that proposition) 
that thou shalt . . . . escape?” This would indeed be at variance with the 
dA#Seva of the judgment. Comp. Matt. iii. 7; and the passages from pro- 
fane writers in Grotius. The non-interrogative rendering of vv. 3, 4 (Hof- 
mann) is not called for by the connection with the assertive declaration in 
ver. 5 ; it weakens the lively force of the discourse, and utterly fails to suit 
the # in ver. 4, so-prevalent in double questions. — rovro] preparing with 
emphasis (here : of surprise) for the following dre od éxg. K.T.A. 5 Bernhardy, 
p- 284. —od] Thou on thy side, as if thou madest an exception: ; opposed 
to the Jewish self-conceit (Matt. iii. 7 ff.; Luke iii. 7 f.), The emphasis is 


<Not xpiua. With Lachmannit is to be 418. Lipsius is of a different opinion as 
accentuated xpiua; see Lobeck, Paralip.p. regardsthe N. T. grammat. Unters, p. 40 f.). 
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not on ov (Chrysostom, Theophylact, and others). — éxeséy] not : through 
acquittal (Bengel),* but inasmuch as thou shalt not be subjected to the kpipa 
of God, but shalt on the contrary escape it and be secure afar off from it. 
Comp. 2 Mace. vi. 26, vii. 35 ; 1 Thess. v. 3; Heb. ii. 3. According to 
the Jewish illusion only the Gentiles were to be judged (Bertholdt, Christol. 
_ p. 206 ff.), whereas all Israel were to share in the Messianic kingdom as its 
native children (Matt. viii. 12). 

Ver. 4. [See Note XVII. p. 106.] Or—in case thou hast not this illusion— 
despisest thou, etc. The 7 draws away the attention from the case first put as 
a question, and proposes another ; vi. 3 ; 1 Cor. ix. 6, and often elsewhere.? 
—The despising the divine goodness is the contemptuous unconcern as to its 
holy purpose, which produces as a natural consequence security in sinning 
(Eccles. v. 5 f.).— rob rAobrov ric Xpnot.| mAovroc, as designation of the 
‘‘abundantia et magnitudo” (Estius), is a very current expression with the 
Apostle (ix. 23, xi. 35; Eph. i. 7, ii. 4, 7, iii. 16 ; Col. i. 27), but is not a 
Hebraism (Ps. v. 8, lxix. 17 al.), being used also by Greek authors ; Plat. 
Huth. p. 12 A, and see Loesner, p. 245.— ypyorérytoc] is the goodness of God, 
in accordance with which He is inclined to benefit (and not to punish). 
Comp. Tittmann’s Synon. p. 195. —avoyf and paxpos., patience and long- 
suffering—the two terms exhausting the one idea—denote the disposition 
of God, in accordance with which He indulgently tolerates the sins and de- 
lays the punishments.* — ayvodv] inasmuch as it is unknown to thee, that ete. 
By this accompanying definition of the xaragpoveic the (guilty) folly of the 
despiser is laid bare as its tragic source. Bengel says aptly : ‘‘miratur 
Paulus hancignorantiam.” The literal sense is arbitrarily altered by Pareus, 
Reiche, de Wette, Maier, and others, who make it denote the not being will- 
ing to know, which it does not denote even in Acts xvii. 23 ; Rom. x. 3; 
by Kéllner, who, following Grotius, Koppe, and many others, holds it to 
mean non considerans ; and also by Hofmann : ‘‘to perceive, as one ought.” 
Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 34. —dyev] of ethical incitement by influencing the will.‘ 
But it is not to be taken of the conatus (desires to urge), but of the standing 
relation of the goodness of God to the moral condition of man.* This re- 
lation is an émpelling to repentance, in which the failure of result on the part 
of man does not cancel the act of the dye itself.°® 

Ver. 5. A vividly introduced contrast to the preceding proposition dr: rd 
xpyorov .... dyec ; not a continuation of the question (Lachmann, following 
Koppe and others ; also Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald), but affirmative (by 
which the discourse becomes far more impressive and striking) as a setting 
forth of the actual position of things, which is brought about by man 
through his impenitence, in opposition to the drawing of the divine kind- 
ness ; for the words can only, in pursuance of the correct interrogative ren- 
dering of ver. 3, be connected with ver. 4, and not also (as Hofmann holds) 


1 Comp. Dem. 602, 2, Aristoph. Vesp. 157 al. 4 Plat. Rep. p. 572 D, al. See Kypke and 
2 Baeumlein, Partikell. p. 182. Reisig, ad. Soph. O. C. 253. Comp. viii. 14. 
3See Wetstein, and the passages from 5 Therefore no predestination to damna- 


the Fathers in Suicer, 7hes. II. p. 294. tion can be supposed. 
Comp. Tittmann, Synon. p. 194. o 6 Comp. Wisd. xi. 23; Appian. ii. 63. 
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with ver. 8. - -xard] in accordance with ; in a causal sense. Comp. on Phil. 
iv. 11. On okAnp x. duerav. kapd. comp. Acts vii. 31. It is correlative with 
the previous ei¢ petdvorav. — Syoavpiferc ceavt} dpynv] Wolf aptly says: ‘‘ in- 
nuitur.... irae divinae judicia paulatim coacervari, ut tandem universa 
promantur.”? The purposely chosen word glances back to the previous rod 
rAobrov k.T.A. and ceavtd, to thyself, heightens the tragic nature of the foolish 
conduct that redounds to one’s own destruction ; comp. Xili. 2. — év juépa dpy. | 
not to be taken with Luther, Beza, Castalio, Piscator, Calvin, Estius, and 
many others as in diem irae (Phil. i. 10; Jude 6; Tob. iv. 9), belongs to 
dpyhv : which breaks out on the day of wrath. Comp. 1 Thess. iii. 13. Re- 
garding the repetition of dpyfc after opyfv Bengel correctly remarks : “‘ dec- 
vérne sermonis magna vi.” Whose wrath, is self-evident, without its being 
necessary to connect dpyf¢ with 6e00 (Hofmann), which is forbidden by the 
intervening droxad. and by the previous absolutely put opy#v. The article 
was not required by #uépa on account of the genitive definitions ; 1 Cor. vi. 
2; Eph. iv. 30; Phil. i. 6, a/.2— Paul characterizes the day of judgment, 
and with what powerful emphasis! by an accumulation of genitives and 
weighty expressions, with reference to the fate of the bad as jjuépa dpyqc, but 
with reference to its general destination (afterwards ver. 6 ff. to be further 
carried out in detail) for good and bad as a day arokad dixatoxpic. T. Oeod, 1.6. 
on which God’s righteous judgment (which until then remains hidden) is re- 
vealed, publicly exhibited. With the exception of passages of the Fathers, 
such as Justin, de resurr. p. 228, dixacoxpeoia occurs only in an unknown 
translation of Hos. vi. 5 (where the LXX. read xpiwa) and the Test. XII. 
Patr. p. 547 and 581. 

Ver. 6. Compare Ps. lxii. 18; Prov. xxiv. 12; analogies from Greek 
writers in Spiess, Logos spermat. p. 214. —xara ra Epya aitod] ze. according 
as shall be commensurate with the moral quality of his actions. [See Note 
XVIII. p.106.] On this, and on the following amplification down to ver. 16, 
it is to be observed :—(1) Paul is undoubtedly speaking of the judgment of 
the world, which God will cause to be held by Christ, ver. 16; (2) The 
subjects who are judged are Jews and Gentiles, ver. 9 ff., consequently all 
men, ver. 16. The distinction, as to whether they are Christians or not, is 
left out of view in this exposition, as the latter is partly intended to intro- 
duce the reader to a knowledge of the necessity of justification by faith 
(down to iii. 20) ; and it is consequently also left out of view that judgment 
according to works cannot result in bliss for the unbelievers, because there 
is wanting to them the very thing whose vital action produces the works in 
accordance with which the Judge awards bliss, namely, faith and the 
accompanying regeneration. (3) The standard of the decision is moral action 
and its opposite, vv. 6-10 ; and this standard is really and in fact the only 
one, to which at the last judgment all, even the Christians themselves, shall 


1Comp. Calovius; and see Deut. xxxii. | see Alberti, Obss. p. 297; Miinthe in loc., 
33-35; Prov. i. 18, ii. 7; Ecclus. iii. 4. For from Philo: Loesner, p. 246. 
passages of profane writers, where @ycavpds 2 Winer, p. 118 f. [E. T. 125] ; Kiihner, IL 
-and 6noavpigery are used to express the accu- 1, p. 524. 
mulation of evils, punishments, and the like, 4 


? 
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be subjected, and by which their fate for eternity shall be determined, 
Matt. xvi. 27, xxv. 31 ff.; 2 Cor. v. 10; Gal. vi. 7 ff.; Eph. vi. 8; Col. iii, 
24; Rev. ii. 23, xx. 12, xxii. 12. But (4) the relation of moral action in 
the case of the Christian to the jides salvifica, as the necessary effect and 
fruit of which that action must be demanded at the judgment, cannot, for 
the reason given above under (2), be here introduced into the discussion. 
(5) On the contrary, the law only (in the case of the Jews the Mosaic, in the 
case of the Gentiles the natural), must be presented as the medium of the 
decision, ver. 12 ff. ; a view which has likewise its full truth (compare what 
was remarked under (3) above), since the Christian also, because he is to 
be judged according to his action, must be judged according to law (compare 
the doctrine of the tertius legis usus), and indeed according to the rAagpwou 
tov véuov introduced by Christ, Matt. v.17. Comp. xxv. 31 ff.; Rom. xiii. 
8—-10,—although he becomes partaker of salvation, not through the merit of 
works (a point the further development of which formed no part of the 
_ Apostle’s general discussion here), but through faith, of which the works 
are the practical evidence and measure.’ Accordingly the ‘‘ phrasis legis” 
(Melanchthon) is indeed to be recognized in our passage, but it is to be 
apprehended in its full truth, which does not stamp as a mere theoretic 
abstraction (Baur) the contrast, deeply enough experienced by Paul him- 
self, between the righteousness of works and righteousness of faith. It is 
neither to be looked upon as needing the corrective of the Christian plan of 
salvation ; nor as an inconsistency (Fritzsche) ; nor yet in such a light, that the 
doctrine of justification involves a partial abrogation of the moral order of the 
world (Reiche), which is, on the contrary, confirmed and established by it, 
iii. 31. But our passage yields nothing in favour of the possibility, which 
- God may grant to unbelievers, of turning to Christ after death (Tholuck), 
' or of becoming partakers of the salvation in Christ in virtue of an exercise 
of divine power (Th. Schott): and the representation employed for that 
purpose,—that the life of faith is the product of a previous life-tendency, 
and that the ipya perfect themselves in faith (Luthardt, Tholuck),—is erro- 
neous, because incompatible with the N. T. conception of regeneration as a 
new creation, as a putting off of the old man, as a having died and risen 
again, as a being begotten of God through the Spirit, etc., etc. The new 
life (vi. 4) is the direct opposite of the old (vi. 19 ff.). The possibility 
referred to is to be judged of in connection with the descensus Christi ad 
inferos, but is irrelevant here. | 

Ver. 7. To those, who by virtue of perseverance in morally-good work seek to 
obtain glory and honour and immortality, eternal life sc. arodéce. Conse- 
quently xa? iron épyov aya. contains the standard, the regulative principle, 
by which the seeking after glory, honour, etc. is guided, and épyov ayadoi,? 


1Jt is rightly observed by Calovius: 2 The singular without the article indi- 
“ secundum opera, i.e. secundum testimo- cates the thing in abdstracto ; the rule is for 
nium operum,” is something different every given case: perseverance in good work. 
from ‘‘ propter opera, i.e. propter meritum The idea that the work of redemption is re- 
operum.” Comp. Apol. Conf. A, art.3,and ferred to (Mehring, in accordance with 
Beza in loc. Phil, i. 6), so that top, épy. ay., would be 
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which is not with Beza to be connected with défav, is the genitive of the 
object to which the izouovg refers (1 Thess. i. 3 ; Polyb. iv. 51, 1 ; Theophr. 
Char. 6, 1) ; while ddgav x. ring x. apVapo. is an exhaustive description of the 
future salvation according to its glorious appearing (2 Cor. iv. 17 ; Matt. 
xiii. 43), according to the honour united with it (for it is the prize of vic- 
tory, 1 Cor. ix. 25 ; Phil. iii. 14; 2 Tim. iv. 8 ; James i. 12 ; 1 Pet. v. 4, 
the joint heirship with Christ, viii. 17, the reigning along with Him, 2 
Tim. ii. 12), and according to its imperishableness (1 Cor. xv. 52 ff.; Rev. 
xxi. 4; 1 Pet. i. 4). Paul presents the moral effort under a character thus 
specifically Christian, just because he can attribute it only to Christian Jews 
and Gentiles ; and hence he is only able to give his description of this first 
half of the subjects of future judgment, notwithstanding the generality of 
his language, in the Christian form, in which alone it really takes place. 
In keeping with this is also the (wv aidéuov, t.e. eternal life in the kingdom 
of the Messiah, v. 21, vi. 22 f.; Gal. vi. 8. The above construction of the 
words is already followed by Theophilus, ad. Avutol. i. 20, ed. Wolf, and by 
most expositors, including Tholuck, Riickert, K6llner, de Wette, Olshausen, 
Philippi, Maier, van Hengel, Umbreit. The objection raised against it by 
Reiche and Hofmann, that according to the analogy of ver. 6 ka¥ trou. épy. 
ay. must contain the standard of the aodéce:, and cannot therefore belong 
to Cyrovot, is untenable, because kav’ trou. épy. ay., though attached to 
¢nrover, nevertheless does contain (indirectly) the standard of arodéce: ; so 
that there remains only an immaterial difference, which however is in fact 
very consonant to the lively versatility of the Apostle’s thought. Still less 
weight attaches to the objection, that to seek glory and honour is not in 
itself a praiseworthy thing ; for the moral tenor of the Cyreiv dégav k.T.A. 
(comp. Matt. vi. 83 ; John v. 44) is most definitely assured by xa¥ trop. 
épy. ay. Utterly unfounded, in fine, is the objection of clumsiness (Hof- 
mann) ; the symmetrical fulness of vv. 7, 8, has a certain solemnity about 
it. Reiche and Hofmann, following Oecumenius,’ Estius, and others, arrange 
it so that to dégav. K. Tin. x. adVapoiav they supply aroddcer, whilst Cyrove: is to 
be combined with Cwyv aiév. and regarded as an apposition or (Hofmann) 
reason assigned to roic név,and ka¥ trou. épy. ay. is the standard of arodécer. 
Substantially so also Ewald. No syntactic objection can be urged against 
this rendering; but how tamely and heavily is the Cyrotor Swi aidv. subjoined ! 
Paul would have written clearly, emphatically, and in harmony with the 
contrast in ver. 8: roi¢ . . . . dyadov Cwpy al. Cyrovor dégav k. Tuy. K. aged. 
Ver. 8. Toi¢ d3 & épSetac] sc. odot : paraphrase of the substantive idea, to 
be explained from the conception of the moral condition as drawing its 
origin thence (comp. iii. 26 ; iv. 12, 14; Gal. iii, 10; Phil. i. 17, a/.). 


equivalent to iraxoy riatrews, ought to have 
been precluded by the parallel in ver. 10. 
Comp. ver. 2. 

17To brepBarov ottw taxtéov: Tots Kab’ vro- 
povny épyov ayabod Cntovet Gwhv aiwviov, atro- 
déoer Sdfav kai... . apOapciav. But there 
is no ground whatever for the assumption 
of a hyperbaton, in which Luther also has 


entangled himself. Very harshly Bengel, 
Fritzsche, and Krehl separate tots xaé’ 
jrouov. épyov &y. from what follows, and 
supply odo; and then take défav.... 
énrodo. as apposition to tots... . €pyow, 
but make gw ai. likewise dependent on 
arodwcet, 
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See Bernhardy, p. 288 f. Comp. the use of viot and réxva in Eph. ii. 2. 
We are precluded from taking (with Hofmann) é in a causal sense (in con- 
sequence Of éputeia), and as belonging to arevd. x.t.2. by the cai, which would 
here express the idea, unsuitable to the connection : even.! This xai, the 
simple and, which is not however with Hofmann to be interpreted as if 
Paul had written yadAov or rovvavriov (‘‘instead of seeking after eternal life, 
rather,” etc.), clearly shows that roi¢ dé é épiSeiac is to be taken by itself, as 
it has been correctly explained since the time of the Vulgate and Chrysos- 
tom. — épiSeia] is not to be derived from épic or épifw, but from éputoc, a 
hired labourer,’ a spinner ; hence épit_etw, to work for hire (Tob. ii. 11), then 
also : to act selfishly, to lay plots. Compare é&epit_ebtecda, Polyb. x. 25, 9, 
and avepidebroc (without party intrigues) in Philo, p. 1001 E. épvSeia has 
therefore, besides the primary sense of work for hire, the twofold ethical 
signification (1) mercenary greed ; and (2) desire of intrigue, pursuit of par- 
tisan courses ; Arist. Pol. v.2f. See Fritzsche, Hxewrsus on ch. ii.; regard- 
ing the composition of the word, see on 2 Cor. xii. 20. The latter significa- 
tion is to be retained in all passages of the N. T. 2 Cor. xii. 20; Gal. v. 
20; Phil. i. 16, ii. 3; James iii. 14, 16.—oi é& épeSeiag are therefore the 
intriguers, the partisan actors ; whose will and striving are conducive not to 
the truth (for that in fact is a power of an entirely different kind, opposed 
to their character), but to zmmorality, wherefore there is added, as further 
characterizing them: kai dmredoiex. Compare Ignatius, ad Philad. 8, 
where the opposite of gov. is the ypiorouddera, t.€. the discipleship of Christ, 
which excludes all selfish partisan effort. Haughtiness (as van Hengel 
explains it), and the craving for self-assertion (Mehring and Hofmann) are 
combined with it, but are not what the word itself signifies. The intepre- 
tation formerly usual : gui sunt ex contentione (Vulg.), those fond of strifa 
(Origen, Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Beza, 
Calvin, etc.), which was understood for the most part as those rebelling 
against God, is based partly on the erroneous derivation from épic, partly on 
the groundless assumption that in the other passages of the N. T. the sense 
of qguarrelsomeness is necessary. Since this is not the case, Reiche’s conject- 
ure is irrelevant, that the vulgar usus loguendi had erroneously derived the 
word from épic and had Jent to it the corresponding signification. Kd6llner 
explains it rightly as partisanship, but gratuitously assumes that this was a 
special designation for ‘‘ godless character” in general. So in substance also 
Fritzsche : ‘‘homines neguam.” The very addition, further describing 
these men, kai atevdoior . . . . adixia, quite allows us to suppose that Paul 
had before his mind the strict and proper meaning of the word partisanship ; 
and it is therefore unwarrantable to base the common but linguistically 
erroneous explanation on the affinity between the notions of partisanship and of 
contentiousness (Philippi). The question to be- determined is not the cate- 
gory of ideas to which the épcSebe belongs, but the definite individual idea 
which it expresses. —édpy7 x. Svudc] sc. gora. In the animation of his 


1 Baeuml. Partik. p. 150, also Xen. Mem.i. Dem. 1313, 6; LXX. Is. xxxviii. 12. See 
3,1 Valck. ad Theocr. Adoniaz. p. 373. Com- 


? Homer, xviii. 550, 560; Hesiod, épy.600f.; pare ovvépios frequent in Greek authors. — 


88 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


description Paul has broken off the construction previously followed. To 
connect these words with what follows (Mehring) disturbs unnecessarily 
the important symmetry of thé passage. On the distinction between the 
two words, see Tittman’s Synon. p. 181 ff. Suud¢ : vehement passion, in Cic. 
Tusc. iv. 9, 21 rendered excandescentia, here, as also in Gal. v. 20, Eph. iv. 
81, Col. iii. 8, Rev. xvi. 19, xix. 15, often also in the O. T. and the Apoc- 
rypha, made known by its combination with opy9, and by its being put last 
as the more vehement, as the holy divine wrath." 

Vv. 9, 10. Emphatic recapitulation of vv. 7 and 8, inverting the order, 
and in addition, giving special prominence to the universality of the retri- 
bution. The placing the penal retribution first gives to this an aspect the 
more threatening and alarming, especially as the terms expressing it are now 
accumulated in one breath. — SAivue x. orevoxwpia] Tribulation and anguish, 
sc. fora. The calamity is thus described as pressing upon them from with- 
out (9Aiwc), and as felt inwardly with the sense of its being beyond help 
(orevoy.), Vili. 85 ; 2 Cor. iv. 7, vi. 12 ; compare LXX. Is. xxx. 6 ; Deut. 
xxviii, 53. — éml racav poy7v avdp.] denotes not simply “‘ upon every man” 
(so even Philippi), but ‘‘ wpon every soul which belongs to a man” who practises 
evil. The pvy7 is thereby designated as that which is affected by the &Aip. 
x. orevoy. (Acts ii. 48 ; Matt. xxvi. 28, al.) ; comp. Winer, p. 147 [E. T. 
156]. It is the part which feels the pain.* — zpérov] Quite as ini. 16. The 
Jews, as the people of God, in possession of the revelation with its prom- 
ises and threatenings, are therefore necessarily also those upon whom the 
retribution of judgment—not the reward merely, but also the punishment 
—has to find in the first instance its execution. In both aspects they have 
the priority based on their position in the history of salvation as the theo- 
cratic people, and that as certainly as God is impartial. ‘‘ Judaei particeps 
Graecus,” Bengel. The Jewish conccit is counteracted in the first clause 
by "Iovdaiov re mparov, in the second by kat "EAAnw, and counteracted with — 
sternly consistent earnestness. The second rpérov precludes our taking the 
first as ironical (Reiche). — eip#vy] welfare, by which is intended that of the 
Messiah’s kingdom, as in viii. 6. It is not materially different from the | 
agdapaia and Cw aidvoc of ver. 7 ; the totality of that which had already 
been described in special aspects by déa and tiu4 (comp. on ver. 7). — Re- 
garding the distinction between épya¢. and xarepyal. (works and brings to 
pass) see on i. 27, 

Ver. 11. Ground assigned for vv. 9 and 10, so far as concerns the ’Iovd. 
Tp. kK. "EAAnv. — rpoowroAnpia] Partial preference from personal considera- 
tions. See on Gal. ii. 6. Melancthon : ‘‘ dare aequalia inequalibus vel 
inequalia aequalibus.” The ground specified is directed against the Jew- 
ish theocratic fancy. Comp. Acts x. 34 f. ; Ecclus. xxxii. (xxxv.) 15. 

Ver. 12. Assigns the ground in point of fact for the proposition con- 
tained in ver. 11, in special reference to the future judgment of condemna- 
tion.? — avduec] i.e. without the standard of the law (without having had it). 


1 Compare Isoc. xii. 81: dpyis x. Ovpod 2 See Ernesti, Urspr. d. Stinde, II. p. 101 ff. 
peorot, Herodian, viii. 4, 1: dpya x. Ovpd 3 Only in reference to the judgment of 
xpmmevos. Lucian, decalumn, 28, al. condemnation, because the idea of a Messi- 
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[See Note XIX. p. 107.] Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 21; Wisd. xvii. 2. Those whose 
sins were not transgressions of the Mosaic law (but of the moral law of 
nature), the sinful Gentiles, shall be transferred into the penal state of 
eternal death without the standard of the law, without having their con- 
demnation decided in accordance with the requirements of a véyoc to which 
they are strangers. The drodotvra, which is to set in at the final judgment, 
not through natural necessity (Mangold), is the opposite of the owrnpia, i. 
16, of the Choera, i. 17, of the («7 aidwoc, ii. 7, of the déza KT Any UM. 10:3 
comp. John iii. 15 ; Rom. xiv. 15; 1 Cor. i. 18. This very arodovvta 
should of itself have precluded commentators from finding in the second 
avéuuc an element of mitigation (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Oecumenius), as 
if it was meant to exclude the severity of the law. The immoral Gentiles 
may not hope to remain unpunished on account of their non-possession of 
the law ; punished they shall be independently of the standard of the law. 
This is the confirmation of the axpoowroAmpia of God on the one side, in re- 
gard to the Gentiles.—The xai before dod. is the also of a corresponding 
relation, but not between dvduwe and dvéuwc, as if Paul had written xai avon. 
aron., but between jyaprov and aro. : as they have sinned without law, so 
shall they also perish without law. In this way dvéuwe retains the emphasis 
of the specific how. Compare the following. The praeterite jyaprov is 
spoken from the standpoint of the time of the judgment. — kai 60 év von 
x.t.4.] This gives the other aspect of the case, with reference to the Jews, 
who do not escape the judgment (of condemnation) on account of their 
privilege of possessing the law, but on the contrary are to be judged by 
means of the law, so that sentence shall be passed on them in virtue of it 
(see Deut. xxvii. 26; comp. John v. 45). —év véum] Not on the law 
(Luther), which would be ei¢ véuov, but the opposite of dvéuw¢: with the law, 
7.¢. in possession of the law, which they had as a standard, Winer, p. 361 
[E. T. 386]. On véu0¢ without the article, used of the Mosaic law, see 
Winer, p. 117 [E. T. 123]. So frequently in the Apocrypha, and of partic- 
ular laws also in classical writers. To question this use of it in the N. T. 
(van Hengel, Th. Schott, Hofmann, and others) opens the way for artificial 
and sometimes intolerable explanations of the several passages. — xpi jo. | 
an unsought change of the verb, suggested by dca véuov. 

Ver. 13 proves the correctness of the proposition, so much at variance 
with the fancy of the Jews, éc0 év véum quaprov, dia vopov xpedhoovrat.—The 
placing of vv. 13-15 in a parenthesis, as after Beza’s example, is done by 
Grotius, Griesbach, and others, also by Reiche and Winer, is to be reject- 
ed, because ver. 13, which cannot be placed in a parenthesis alone (as 
Koppe and Mehring do), is closely joined with what immediately precedes, 
and it is only in ver. 14 that an intervening thought is introduced by way 


anic bliss of unbelievers was necessarily 1 This opposition does not extend beyond 
foreign to the Apostle; asindeed invv. 7 the vouov wy éxew and vouov éxeuw, ver. 14. 
and 10 he was under the necessity of de- Therefore év vouw is not: within the law as 
scribing those to whom Messianic bliss was _ the divine order of common life (comp. iii. 
to be given in recompense, in terms of a 19) as Hofmann takes it. 

Christian character. ¢ 
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of illustration. The parenthesis is (with Baumgarten-Crusius) to be limit- 
ed to vv. 14, 15, as is done also by Lachmann. See on ver. 16. — oi axpoa- 
rai] A reference to the public reading of the Thorah on the Sabbath. 
Comp. Acts xv. 21; 2 Cor. iii. 14; John xii. 84; Josephus, Antt. v. 1, 
26, v. 2, 7. The substantive brings out more forcibly than the participial 
form of expression would have done the characteristic feature : those, whose 
business is hearing.'— rapa TG OeG] évrrvoy adrod iii. 20, according to God's 
judgment. 1 Cor. iii. 9 ; 2 Thess. i. 6 ; Winer, p. 369 [E. T. 395].— dcxaw- 
Sho.) They shall be declared as righteous, normal. See oni. 17. This of rouy- 
rat vouov dixawwdhjoovrat is the general fundamental law of God who judges 
with righteousness (Gal. iii. 12) ; a fundamental law which required to be 
urged here in proof of the previous assertion 600 év véum juapror, dia v. xprdjo. 
Compare Weiss, bibl. Theol. § 87. How in the event of its being impossible 
for a man to be a true roiyrp¢ vdpuov (iii. 9 ff.) faith comes in and furnishes 
a dixatoobvn éx rictewc, and then how man, by means of the xacvérn¢ Come (Vi. 
4) attained through faith, must and can fulfil (viii. 4) the law completed 
by Christ (the véyoc tov rvebpatog tie Cwgc, Vili. 2), were topics not belong- 
ing to the present discussion. Compare on ver. 6. ‘‘ Haec descriptio est 
justitia legis, quae nihil impedit alia dicta de justitia fidei,” Melanchthon, 
Vv. 14-16. The of roiqrai vouov dixawShqoovra just asserted did not require 
proof with regard to the Jews. But, as the regulative principle of the last 
judgment, it could not but appear to need proof with regard to the Gentiles, 
since that fundamental rule might seem to admit of no application to those 
who sin avdéuw¢ and perish avéuwc. Now the Gentiles, though beyond the pale 
of the Mosaic law and not incurring condemnation according to the standard 
of that law, yet possess in the moral law of nature a certain substitute for 
the Mosaic law not given to them. It is in virtue of this state of things 
that they present themselves, not as excepted from the above rule oi rouyrat 
véuov dixawd., but as subjected to it ; namely, in the indirect way that they, 
although dvoyo: in the positive sense, have nevertheless in the natural law 
a substitute for the positive one—which is apparent, as often as Gentiles 
do by nature that which the positive Mosaic law not given to them enjoins. 
The connection may therefore be paraphrased somewhat thus: ‘ With 
right and reason I say: the doers of the law shall be justified ; for as to the 
case of the Gentiles, that ye may not regard them as beyond reach of that rule, 
it is proved in fact by those instances, in which Gentiles, though not in possession 
of the law of Moses, do by nature the requirements of this law, that they are the 
law unto themselves, because, namely, they thereby show that its obligation stands 
written in their hearts,” etc. It is to be observed at the same time that Paul 
does not wish to prove a justification of the Gentiles really occurring as a 
result through the fulfilment of their natural law—a misconception against 
which he has already guarded himself in ver. 12,—but he desires simply to 
establish the regulative principle of justification through the law in the case 
of the Gentiles. Real actual justification by the law takes place neither 
among Jews nor Gentiles ; because in no case is there a complete fulfil- 


1 Compare Theile, ad Jac. 1. 22, p. 76. 


OHAP. II., 14. 91 


ment, either, among the Jews, of the revealed law, or, among the Gentiles, 
of the natural law—which in fact is only a substitute for the former, but 
at the same time forms the limit beyond which their responsibility and 
their judgment cannot in principle go, because they have nothing higher 
(in opposition to Philippi, who refers to the rAgpayua véduov, xiii. 10).—The 
connection of thought between ver. 14 and what precedes it has been very 
variously apprehended. According to Koppe (compare Calvin, Flatt, and 
Mehring) vv. 14-16 prove the condemnation of the Gentiles asserted in 
ver. 12, and ver. 17 ff. that of the Jews ; while ver. 13 isa parenthesis. 
But, seeing that in the whole development of the argument ydp always re- 
fers to what immediately precedes, it is even in itself an arbitrary proceed- 
ing to make éray ydp in ver. 14, without any evident necessity imposed by 
the course of thought, refer to ver. 12, and to treat ver. 13, although it 
contains a very appropriate reason assigned for the second part of ver. 12, 
as a parenthesis to be broken off from connection with what follows ; 
and decisive against this view are the words # kai aroAoyovuévwv in ver. 15, 
which place it beyond doubt that vv. 14-16 were not intended as a proof 
of the arodoivra in ver. 12. Philippi regards ver. 14 as establishing only 
the first half of ver. 13 : ‘‘ not the hearers of the law are just before God, 
for even the Gentiles have a law, z.e. for even the Gentiles are dxpoarai roi 
véuov.” But we have no right to exclude thus from the reference of the 
yap just the very assertion immediately preceding, and to make it refer to 
a purely negative clause which had merely served to pave the way for this 
assertion. The reference to the negative half of ver. 13 would only be 
warranted in accordance with the text, had Paul, as he might have done, 
inverted the order of the two parts of ver. 13, and so given to the negative 
clause the second place.’ And the less could a reader see reason to refer 
the yép to this negative clause in the position in which the Apostle has 
placed it, since ver. 14 speaks of Gentiles who do the law, by which the 
attention was necessarily directed, not to the negative, but to the affirma- 
tive, half of ver. 13 (oi mowyrai «.7.4.).2_ Such a mode of presenting the 
connection is even more arbitrary than if we should supply after ver. 13 
the thought : ‘‘ and therewith also the Gentiles” (Kéllner and others), which 
however is quite unnecessary. Our view is in substance that given already 
by Chrysostom (ob« é«BdAAw Tov véuor, dnotv, dAAa Kat évrevSev SiKald Ta ESN), 
Erasmus, and others ; more recently by Tholuck, Riickert, Reiche, K6ll- 
ner, Fritzsche, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Reithmayr, van Hengel, 
Ewald, Th. Schott, though with very various modifications. 

Ver. 14. "Orav] guando, supposes a case which may take place at any 
time, and whose frequent occurrence is possible, as ‘‘eventus ad experi- 
entiam revocatus” (Klotz, ad Devar. p. 689) : in the case if, 80 often as. — 
yap| introducing the proof that the proposition of ver. 13 also holds of the 


1 Only thus—but not as Paul has actually Hofmann, who, substantially like Philippi, 
placed it—could the negative clause be re- _ takes vv. 14-16 as a proof, that in the matter 
garded as the chief thought, for which Phi- _0f righteousness before God nothing can depend 
lippi is obliged to take it, p. 54 f. 3d ed. on whether one belongs to the number of those 

2 These reasons may also be urgedagainst who hear the law read to them. 
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Gentiles. See above. — é3v7] not to be understood of the Gentiles collectively, 
to which Reiche, de Wette, Kéllner, Philippi refer it—for this must have 
been expressed by the article (against which view neither ix. 30 nor iii. 29, 
nor 1 Cor. i. 23, is to be adduced), and the putting of the case érav .. . . 
rot with respect to the heathen generally would be in itself untrue—but 
Paul means rather Gentiles among whom the supposed case occurs. — ta ui vdpov 
Eyovra] they who have not the law ; a more precise definition bearing on the 
case, and bringing forward the point on which here the argument turns. 
See Winer, p. 127 [E. T. 139]. Observe the distinction between 7 vduov 
éy. and véyov pp Ey. The former negatives—while the contrast of the gboex 
floats before the mind—the possession of the law, instead of which they 
have merely a natural analogue of it ;’ the latter negatives the possession 
of the law, which is wanting to them, whilst the Jews have it. — pice: ra tov 
véuov-rowj] Most expositors uphold this connection, including Riickert, 
2d ed. On the other hand Bengel and Usteri join gicec to pun vou. Exovta, 
but thus make it superfluous and even unsuitable, and deprive it of all 
weight in the connection, especially as the word gto has here no other 
sense than nativa indoles, i.e. the original constitution given with existence, 
and not moulded by any extraneous training, culture, or other influence 
beyond the endowments of nature and their natural development (comp. on 
Eph. ii. 3) ; ¢écec: ‘quia natura eorum ita fert,” Stalb. ad Plat. Phaedr. 
p. 249. The dative denotes the mediating cause. And that it is the 
moral prompting of conscience left to itself, which Paul means by ¢éoex in con- 
trast to the divine leading of the law, is plain from ver. 15. The gbaee rocetv 
lies beyond the sphere of positive revelation and its promptings, leadings, 
etc. It takes place in virtue of an indoles ingenita, not interventu disciplinae 
divinae formata, so that the thought of an operation of grace or of the 
Logos taking place apart from Christ is quite foreign to this passage, and 
its affirmation is not in harmony with the truncus et lapis of the Formula 
Concordiac.? — ra tov véuov] what belongs to the law, i.e. its constituent ele- 
ments, its precepts. Paul does not say simply rdv véyov ; for he is thinking 
not of Gentiles who fulfil the law as a whole, but of those who in conerete 
cases by their action respond to the particular portions of the law concerned. 
Compare Luthardt J.c. p. 409. The close relation, in which the roveiy ra 
row véuov here stands to zowrai vduov in ver. 13, is fatal to the view of Beza, 
Joh, Cappell., Elsner, Wetstein, Michaelis, Flatt, and Mehring, who ex- 
plain it as quae lee facit, namely, the commanding, convincing, condemn- 
ing, etc. —éavroic eiot véuoc] They are the law unto themselves, i.e. their 
moral nature, with its voice of conscience commanding and forbidding, 
supplies to theirown Ego the place of the revealed law possessed by the 
Jews. Thus in that zoveiy they serve for themselves asa regulator of the 
conduct that agrees with the divine law.* Observe further that here, 
where the participle stands without the article—consequently not oi vép. uy 


1 Compare Stalb. ad Plat. Crit. p. 47 D. 3 For parallels (Manil. v. 495, al.; tpse sibi 

2 See the later discussions of dogmatic ea est, Arist. Nicom. iv. 14: vépmos OvéeavTe 
writers as to this point in Luthardt, v. freien _—_ al.) see Wetstein ; compare also Porph. ad 
Willen, p. 366 ff. Mare. 25, p. 304. ! 
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Eyovrec (as previously 7a wp? . . . . Exovta)—it is to be resolved by since they, 
because they ; which. however does not convey the idea: because they are 
conscious of the absence of the law (as Hofmann objects), but rather : be- 
cause this want occurs in their case. See Buttmann’s~neut. Gr. p. 301 
[E. T. 306]. The resolution by although (Th. Schott) is opposed to the 
connection ; that by while (Hofmann) fails to convey the definite and logical 
meaning ; which is, that Gentiles, in the cases indicated by érav «.1.A. 
would not be éavroic véuoc, if they had the positive law.—The oito. com- 
prehends emphatically the subjects in question.’ 

Ver. 15. Oirwec «.7.A.] guippe qui. See on i. 25. The otro: of ver. 14 
are characterized, and consequently the éavroi¢ sic? véyoc, just asserted, is 
confirmed : being such as show (practically by their action, ver. 14, make it 
known) that the work of the law is written in their hearts, wherewithal their 
conscience bears joint witness, etc. —That évdeixvvvra should be ‘understood of 
the practical proof which takes place by the roveiv ta rod véduou (not by the 
testimony of conscience, Bengel, Tholuck) is required by the ovv in ovppap- 
rupovenc, which is not a mere strengthening of the simple word (Kéllner, 
Olshausen ; comp. Tholuck, following earlier expositors ; see, on the other 
hand viii. 16, ix. 1), but denotes the agreement of the internal evidence of 
conscience with the external proof by fact.? It is impossible to regard the 
évdeixvevrat as taking place on the day indicated in ver. 16 (Hofmann), since 
this day can be no other than that of the last judgment. See on ver. 16. 
—rd épyov Tov vduov] The work relating to the law, the conduct corresponding 
to it, fulfilling it. The opposite is duaprgyata vduov, Wisd. ii. 12. Com- 
pare on Gal. ii. 16. The singular is collective (Gal. vi. 4), as a summing up 
of the gpya r. véuov (iii. 20, 28, ix. 32 ; Gal. ii. 16, iii. 2, 5,10). Compare 
ra tov véuov above. This stands written in their hearts as commanded, as 
moral obligation,* as ethical law of nature. — yparrév] purposely chosen with 
reference to the written law of Moses, although the moral law is dypadogc.* 


1 Kiihner, Il. 1, p. 568; Buttmann /.c. p. 
262 f. 

2 Where cvppaprupecy appears to be equiv- 
alent to paprup;, it is only an apparent equiv- 
alence ; there is always mentally implied an 
agreement with the person for whom wiiness 
is borne, as e.g. Thuc. viii. 51, 2; Plat. Hipp. 
Maj. p. 282 B: ovpmaprupjoa Sé cou Exw Ore 
GAnOyH Aéyers, if that is meant is not a testi- 
mony agreeing with others (as Xen. Hist. Gr. 
vii. 1, 2, iii. 3, 2), or, as here, one that agrees 
with a thing, a phenomenon, a proof by fact, 
or the like. Compare Isoc. p. 47 A. In the 
passage, Plat. Legg. iii. p. 680 D, uupaprupetv 
is expressly distinguished from paprup ; for, 
after the 76 a6 Adyw éotxe paprupetv preced- 
ing, the vai: évspaprupet yap must mean: he 
is my joint-witness, whose evidence agrees 
with what I say. If the reference of ovp. 
in our passage to the proof by fact be not 
adopted, then avrots would need be sup- 
plied ; but wherefore should we do so? Ac- 


* 


cording to Tholuck ovyz. indicates merely 
the agreement of the person witnessing 
with the contents of his testimony. This 
is never the case, and would virtually de- 
prive the ovu. of all significance. 

3 This inward law is not the conscience it- 
self, but the regulative contents of the con- 
sciousness of the conscience ; consequently, 
if we conceive the latter, and with justice 
(in opposition to Rud. Hofmann, Lehre vom 
Gewissen, 1866, p. 54, 58 f.), as presented in 
the form of a syllogism, it forms the sub- 
ject of the major premise of this syllogism. 
Comp. Delitzsch, bibl. Psychol. p. 136 f. 

4Plato, Legg. p. 481 B, Thue. ii. 87, 3, 
and Kriiger, in loc. p. 200; Xen. Mem. iv. 
4, 19; Soph. Ant. 450; Dem. 317, 23, 639, 22; 
Dion. Hal. vii. 41). Compare Jer. xxxi. 33; 


Heb. viii. 10, and the similar designations 


among the Rabbins in Buxtorf, Lex Talm 
p. 852, 1849. 
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The supplying of dy serves to explain the adjective, which is used instead 
of the participle to denote what continues and is constant.’ — ovupaprupobone | 
aitov ovvedqoewc, Kal petagd x.t.A.] while they make known outwardly by 
their action that the épyov of the law is written in their hearts, their inner 
moral consciousness accords with it ; namely (1), in reference to their own, 
personal relation : the testimony of their own consciences ; and (2), in regard 
to their mutual relation : the accusations or vindications? that are carried on 
between Gentiles and Gentiles (verazd 42242) by their thoughts, by their 
moral judgments. This view of the sense is required by the correlation of 
the points avréy and peragd dAAGAwv placed with emphasis in the foreground 
(uerag> occurring in Paul’s writings only here, and therefore all the more 
intentionally chosen in this case) ; so that thus both the personal individual 
testimony of conscience (ai7év) and the mutual judgment of the thoughts 
(ueTagd GAAfAwr), are adduced, as accompanying internal acts, in confirma- 
tion of the évdeixvvvra. The Gentiles, who do the requirement of the law, 
. practically show thereby that that requirement is inscribed on their hearts ; 
and this is attested at the same time, so far as concerns the actors themselves, 
by their (following) conscience, and, so far as concerns their relation to other 
Gentiles, by the accusations or the vindications which they reciprocally practise 
in their moral thoughts, the one making reflections of a condemnatory or of 
a justifying nature on the other.* The prominence thus given to abrév and 
peTagd adAfawy, and the antithetical correlation of the two points, have been. 
commonly misunderstood (though not by Castalio, Storr, Flatt, Baumgar- 
ten-Crusius), and consequently «. wer. GAA. tév diadoy. x.7.A. has been taken 
merely as an explanatory description of the process of conscience, in which the 
thoughts accuse or vindicate one another (i.e. one thought the other) ; so that 
aAdfjawy is referred to the thoughts, and not, as is nevertheless required by 
the avrév standing in contradistinction to it, to the vy. This view ought 
even to have been precluded by attending to the fact that, since cvupapr. 

. ovvedfoewe must, in harmony with the context, mean the approving 
conscience [See Note XX. p. 108.], what follows cannot well suit as an exposi- 
tion, because in it the xaryyopotyrwy preponderates. Finally, it was an arbi- 
trary expedient, rendering yeragi merely superfluous and confusing, to 
separate it from 4AAg/., and to explain the former as meaning at a future 
time, viz. év juépa x.t.2. (Koppe), or between, at the same time (K6llner, 
Jatho). 

Ver. 16 has its connection with what goes before very variously defined. 
While Ewald goes so far as to join it with ver. 5, and regards everything 
intervening as a parenthesis, many, and recently most expositors, have con- 
nected it with the immediately preceding ovmyapr. . . . . &modoy. ; in which 


1Compare Bornemann, ad Xen. Mem. i. 
5,1; Symp. 4, 25. See the truly classic de- 
scription of this inner law, and that as di- 
vine, in Cicero, de Repudl. iii. 28; of the 
Greeks, comp. Soph. 0. 7. 838 ff., and Wun- 
der, in loc. 

2 The «ai added to the 4 is based on the 


view taken of the moral state of the Gen- 
tiles, that the carnyopetv forms the rue. See 
Baeumlein, Partik. p. 126. 

3 Compare Weiss, didi. Theol. p. 277: “It 
is testified by the conscience, which teaches 
them to judge the quality of their own and 
others’ actions.” 
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case, however, év juépg cannot be taken for ei¢ juépav (Calvin), nor the pres- 
ent participles in a futwre sense (Fritzsche), since, in accordance with the 
context, they are contemporary with évdeixvevrac. And for that very reason 
we must reject the view, which has been often assumed, that Paul suddenly 
transports himself from the present into the time of the judgment, when © 
the exercise of conscience in the Gentiles will be specially active, and that 
for this reason he at once adds év juépa «.t.4. directly without inserting a 
kad TovTo pdduora, OY Kal TovTo yerfoetas, Or the like (Riickert, Tholuck, de 
Wette, Reithmayr, Philippi, van Hengel, Umbreit ; comp. Estius). The 
supposition of such an illogical and violent leap of thought in so clear and 
steady athinker as Paul is thoroughly arbitrary and wholly without analogy. 
Moreover, the simple temporal self-judgment of the Gentiles fits into the 
connection so perfectly, that Paul cannot even have conceived of it as an 
anticipation of the last judgment (Mehring). Quite an incorrect thought, 
repugnant to ver. 12 and to the whole doctrinal system of the Apostle, is 
obtained by Luthardt (v. freien Willen, p. 410 f.), when, very arbitrarily 
joining it only with 9 kat arodoyoupéver, he discovers here the hope *‘ that to 
such the reconciling grace of Christ shall one day be extended.” This is 
not confirmed by ver. 26. A relative natural morality never in the N. T. 
supplies the place of faith, which is the absolutely necessary condition of 
reconciling grace. Compare iii. 9, 22, vii. 14 ff. al. Lastly Hofmann, who 
formerly held a view similar to Luthardt’s (see Schriftbew. I. p. 669), now 
connects év #uépa «.7.A. to évdeixvevrae in such a way, that he explains ver. 
16 not at all of the final judgment, but, in contrast even to the latter, of 
every day on which God causes the Gospel to be proclaimed among the Gentiles ; 
every such day shall be for all, who hear the message, @ day of inward judg- 
ment ; whoever believingly accepts it, and embraces salvation, thereby 
proves that he himself demands from himself what the revealed Jaw enjoins 
on those who possess it. This interpretation, which would require us to 
read with Hofmann xpive: (the present) instead of xpzvei, is as novel as it is 
erroneous. For the expressions in ver. 16 are so entirely those formally 
used to denote the last judgment (comp. on juépg 1 Cor. i 88.8 8 Cor. 2: 
14 al. ; on xpwei, vv. 2, 8, 5, iii. 6 al. ; on Oed¢ as the judge, iii. 6, xiv. 10, 
12, al. ; on ra xpunré, 1 Cor. iv. 5; on did *Inoov X. 2 Cor. v. 10; Acts 
xvii. 31) that nothing else could occur to any reader than the conception 
of that judgment, which moreover has been present to the mind since 
ver, 2, and from which even xara rd ebayy. wov does not draw away the at- 
tention. Every element in Hofmann’s exposition is subjectively introduced, 
so that Paul could not have wrapped up the simple thought, which is sup- 
posed to be expressed in so precious a manner, in a more strange disguise 
—a thought, moreover, which is here utterly irrelevant, since Paul has to 
do simply with the natural law of the Gentiles in its relation to the revealed 
véuoc of Judaism, and apart as yet from all reference to the occurrence of 
their conversion ; and hence also the comparison with Heb. iv. 12 is here 
out of place. The proper view of the passage depends on our treating as & 
parenthesis, not (with Winer and others) vv. 13-15, but with Lachmann, vv. 
14, 15. This parenthetical insertion is already indicated as such by the fact, 
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that the great judicial proposition previously expressed : of moirad véyov 
dixavnIhoovra is in vv. 14, 15 proved only with reference to a part of man- 
kind, with regard to which it might seem possibly doubtful : it is required 
by the circumstance, that without it éy juépa has no proper logical reference 
whatever ; and lastly, it is confirmed by the consideration that, if it is 
adopted, the whole is wound up not with an illustration having reference to 
the Gentiles, but—and how emphatically and solemnly !—with the leading 
thought of the whole discussion.!— ra xpunta Tov avdp.] The hidden things 
of men, i.e. everything in their inner or outer life which does not come to 
the knowledge of others at all, or not according to its moral quality. This 
special characteristic of the judgment is given with reference to ver. 13, inas- 
much as it is just swch a judging that is necessary for, and the preliminary 
to, the realization of what is affirmed in ver. 13. —xara 7d evayyéA. pov] con- 
tains, according to the usual view, the accordance of the assertion kpivel 6 
Oed¢ Ta KpuTTa T. avdp. 61a I. Xp. with the Apostle’s official proclamation of 
salvation. But the fact that God will judge, etc., was so universally known 
and so entirely undoubted, that the addition in that sense would have been 
in the highest degree superfluous ; and indeed the pov in that case would 
have no significance bearing on the matter, since no one proclaiming the 
Gospel could call in question that truth. We must therefore explain it, 
with Pareus, Calovius, and many others, including Umbreit and Hofmann, 
as referring to the manner of the xpivei. Paul was so certain of the sole 
truth of the Gospel committed to him (xvi. 25; Eph. iv. 20 f.) which he 
had by revelation of God (Gal. i. 11 f.) that he could not but be equally 
certain that the future judgment would not be held otherwise than according 
to his Gospel, whose contents are conceived as the standard of the sentence. 
In that same Gospel he knew it to be divinely determined, to whom the 
orégavoc TI¢ dixacoobvyc, the eternal life and its défa, or on the other hand its 
opposite, eternal arédea, should be awarded by the judge. But he knew 
at the same time the axiom announced in ver. 13, with which ver. 16 con- 
nects itself, to be not at variance therewith (comp. iii. 31) ; as indeed on 
the contrary, it is just in the Gospel that perfection in the fulfilment of the 
law is demanded, and accordingly (see ch. vi. 8, xiii. 8 ff.) the judicial rec- 
ompense is determined conformably to the conduct, viii. 4 ; 2 Cor. v. 10 : 
Eph. v. 5; 1 Cor. vi. 9f. ; Gal. v. 19-23. On pov Calvin’s note suffices : 
suum appellat ratione ministerii, and that, to distinguish it from the preach- 
ing not of other apostles, but of false, and especially of J udaizing teachers. 
Comp. xvi. 25; 2 Tim. ii. 8. The mistaken view is held by Origen, 
Jerome, and other Fathers,? that Paul meant by his Gospel that of Luke. — 
61a Inoov Xp.] As He is the Mediator of eternal salvation, so also it is He. 
who is commissioned by God to hold the judgment. Comp. Acts xvii. 30, 
31; 1 Cor. iv. 5; 2 Cor. v. 10 al. ; John v. 27 ; Matt. xxv. 31. 

Vv. 17-24. The logical connection of this ‘ oratio splendida ac vehemens” 


1 There is therefore the less reason for which was copied into the text at the wrong 
assuming with Laurent that ver. 16 was a place. 
marginal note of the Apostle on ver. 13, 2 See Fabricius, Cod. apocr. p. $71 f. 


CHAP. If., 17-20. 97 


(Estius), introduced once more in lively apostrophe,’ with what precedes is 
to be taken thus : Paul has expressed in vv. 13-16 the rule of judgment, 
that not the hearers but the doers of the law shall in the judgment be jus- 
tified. He wishes now vividly to bring home the fact, that the conduct of 
the Jews, with all their conceit as to the possession and knowledge of the 
law, is in sharp contradiction to that standard of judgment. The dé and 
the emphatic of are to be explained from the conception of the contrast, 
which the conduct of the Jews showed, to the proposition that only the 
doers dicaiwShoovra. As to the construction of vv. 17-23, the common as- 
sumption of an anakoluthon, by which Paul in ver. 21 abandons the plan 
of the discourse started with ci, and introduces another turn by means of 
obv? is quite unnecessary. The discourse, on the contrary, is formed with 
regular and logically accurate connection as protasis (vv. 17-20) and apo- 
dosis, namely thus: But if thou art called a Jew, and supportest thyself on 
the law, etc., down to ver. 20, dost thou (interrogative apodosis, vv. 21, 22), 
who accordingly (oiv, in accordance with what is specified in vv. 17-20) 
teachest others, not teach thyself? Stealest thou, who preachest against stealing ? 
Committest thou adultery, who forbiddest adultery? Plunderest thou temples, 
who abhorrest idols? These questions present the contrast to the contents of 
the protasis as in the highest degree surprising, as something that one is at 
a loss how to characterize—and then follows in ver. 23, with trenchant pre- 
cision, the explanation and decision regarding them in the categorical 
utterance : Thou, who boastest thyself of the law, dishonourest God by the trans- 
gression of the law, a result which is then in ver. 24 further confirmed by a 
testimony from the O. T. Ver. 23 also might indeed (as commonly explained) 
be taken as a question ; but, when taken as declaratory, the discourse pre- 
sents a form far more finished, weighty and severe. Paul himself, by 
abandoning the participial expression uniformly employed four times pre- 
viously, seems to indicate the cessation of the course hitherto pursued. Ac- 
cording to this exposition of the connection, in which it must not be over- 
looked that the force of the oiv in ver. 21 is limited solely to the relation of the 
6 diddoxwy érepov and the following participles to what has been said before,* 
we must reject the view of Benecke, Gléckler, and Hofmann that the apo- 
dosis only begins with ver. 23, but in ver. 21 f. there is a continuation of 
the hypothetical protasis—an idea which cannot be tolerated, especially at 
the beginning of the new form of discourse (the antithetical), without rep- 
etition of the ei. Paul would have written e obv 6 didéoxwv x.7.2. (compare 
Baeumlein, Partik. p. 178). Th. Schott erroneously finds in éravaraty and 
kavyaoa the apodosis, which is then explained. 

Vv. 17-20 contain the protasis, whose tenor of censwre (called in question 


To the Jews, not to the Jewish-Chris- 
tians. Respecting the composition and 
character of the Roman congregation noth- 
ing can be inferred from this rhetorical form 
of expression. Comp. Th. Schott, p. 188 f. 

2 See Winer, p. 529 [E. T. 569], Buttmann, 
p. 331 [E. T. 386]. 

3 This is the well-known epanaleptic obv, 


gathering up and resuming what had been 
said previously. Regarding the frequency 
of its use also in Greek writers to introduce 
the apodosis, especially after a lengthened 
protasis, see Hartung, Partixell. Il. p. 22 f.; 
Klotz, ad Devar. p. 718. Comp. Bengel on 
ver. 17. 
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without ground by Th. Schott and Hofmann) reveals itself at first gently, 
but afterwards, ver. 19 f., with greater force.—’ Iovdaiog éxovopdty] if thou art 
named ‘‘ Jew.” This was the theocratic title of honour opposed to heathen- 
ism (7 1’, see Philo, Alleg. I. p. 55 B, de plant. Noé, p. 233 A). Comp. 
Rev. ii. 9. So much the less therefore is érovoudf. to be here understood of 
a surname (Bengel). Full effect is given to the compound in classic writers 
also by the notion of name-giving, imposing the name.’ Van Hengel arbitra- 
rily imports the idea: pro veteri nomine (Israelitarum) noowm substituens. 
—énavaraby to vduw] acquiescis, thou reliest (Mic. iii. 11; 1 Mace. viii. 12 ; 
see Wetstein) on the law, comp. John v. 45, as if the possession and knowl- 
edge of it were to thee the guarantee of salvation. The rest, of not being 
obliged first of all to seek what God’s will is (Hofmann), cannot be meant ; 
since such a seeking cannot be separated from the possession of the law, 
but is on the contrary directed to that very law (see ver. 18). But in the 
law the Jew saw the magna charta of his assurance of salvation. He relied 
upon it. —éy 6e@] As being the exclusive Father and Protector of the 
nation. Comp. Gen. xvii. 7; Is. xlv. 25; Jer. xxxi. 33. Observe the 
climax of the three points in ver. 17. The év with xavy. (2 Cor. x. 15; 
Gal. vi. 13), a verb which in Greek authors is joined with é7i or cic or the 
accusative, denotes that, wherein the xavy. rests, according to the analogy 
of yalpev, téprecdar év.2— Ver. 18, 7d SéAqua] Kar éoxiv. Whose will it 
was, that was to be obeyed on the part of man, was obvious of itself. Comp. 
on dvoua Acts v. 41. — doxipdlere ta diadép.| Thou approvest the excellent. Re- 
specting the Jevical correctness of this rendering comp. on Phil. i. 10. Its 
correctness in accordance with the connection is plain from the climaetic re- 
lation, in which the two elements of ver. 18 must stand to each other. 
“Thou knowest the will of God and approvest (theoretically) the excellent” 
—therewith Paul has conceded to the Jews all possible theory of the ethical, 
up to the limit of practice. Others, taking doxiydfewv as to prove, explain ra 
diagépovra as meaning that which is different ; and this either (comp. Heb. 
v. 14) of the distinction between right and wrong (Theodoret, Theophylact, 
Estius, Grotius and others, including Reiche, Riickert, Tholuck, Fritzsche, 
Krehl, Philippi, van Hengel, Th. Schott), or that which is different from the 
will of God, i.e. what is wrong, sinful (Clericus, Gléckler, Mehring, 
Hofmann ; compare Beza). But, after ycvdcxerc rd 9éAnua, how tame and 
destructive of the climax is either explanation! The Vulgate rightly ren- 
ders: ‘‘probas utiliora.” Compare Luther, Erasmus, Castalio, Bengel, 
Flatt, Ewald. —xarnyotp. tk r. vduov] Being instructed out of the law (through 
the public reading and exposition of it in the synagogues, comp. daxpodrat, 
ver. 13), namely as to the will of God, and as to that which is excellent. 
—Vv. 19, 20 now describe, with a reference not to be mistaken (in oppo- 
sition to Th. Schott and Hofmann) to the Jewish presumption and disposition 
to proselytize (Matt. xxiii. 15), the influence which the Jews, in virtue of 
their theoretic insight, fancied that they exercised over the Gentiles, The 


1 See Plat. Crat. p. 397 E, p. 406 A; Phaedr. _Polyb. i. 29, 2; comp. Gen. iv. 17, 25 f. 
p. 288 A al.; Xen. Oec. 6,17; Thue. ii. 29, 3; 2 Bernhardy, p. 211; Kiihner, IT. 1, p. 403, 
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accumulated asyndetic designations of the same thing lend lively force to 
the description. They are not to be regarded with Reiche as reminiscences 
from the Gospels (Matt. xv. 14; Luke xx. 82, ii. 32) ; for apart from the 
fact that at least no canonical Gospel had at that time been written, the 
figurative expressions themselves which are here used were very current 
among the Jews and elsewhere. See, e.g. Wetstein on Matt. xv. 14. Ob- 
serve, further, that Paul does not continue here with the conjunctive kai, 
but with the adjunctive ré, because what follows contains the conduct de- 
termined by and dependent on the elements of ver. 18, and not something 
independent.’ — ceavrov ddny. x.t.2.] that thou thyself for thy part, in virtue 
of this aptitude received from the law, etc. ézovSa, accompanied by the 
accusative with the infinitive, occurs only here in the N. T., and rarely in 
Greek authors (Aesch. Sept. 444). — radevrqjv x.t.A.| trainer of the foolish, 
teacher of those in nonage.* — rv udbpowow 7. yrdo. Kk. tT. aAtt] the form of 
knowledge and of the truth. In the doctrines and precepts of the law, re- 
ligious knowledge and divine truth, both in the objective sense, attain the 
conformation and exhibition (Ewald : ‘‘embodiment”’) proper to them, i.e. 
corresponding to their nature (hence r7yv puépd.), so that we possess in the 
law those lineaments which, taken collectively, compose the oyyyatiopd¢ 
(Hesychius) of knowledge and truth and thus bring them to adequate in- 
tellectual cognizance. Truth and knowledge have become in the law 
Eupopgoc (Plut. Num. 8, Mor. p. 428 F), or poppoedye (Plut. Mor. p. 735 A). 
Paul adds this éyovra rv pdpd. tT. yv. x. T. GA. asan illustrative definition (wt 
qui habeas, etc.) to all the points previously adduced ; and in doing so he 
places himself entirely at the Jewish point of view (comp. Wisd. xxiv. 82 ff.), 
and speaks according to their mode of conception ; hence the view which 
takes yép¢. here as the mere appearance (2 Tim. iii. 5), in contrast to the 
reality, is quite erroneous (in opposition to rvvé¢ in Theophylact, Oecumenius, 
Pareus, Olshausen). Even Paul himself could not possibly find in the law 
merely the appearance of truth (iii. 21, 31).° 

Vv. 21, 22. Apodosis interrogating with lively indignation. See gen- 
erally, and respecting odv, above on vv. 17-24. The form of the questions 
is expressive of surprise at the existence of an incongruity so much at variance 
with the protases, ver. 17 f.; it must have been in fact impossible. So also 
in 1 Cor. vi. 2.—Dost thou, who teachest others accordingly, not teach thine own 
self? namely, a better way of thinking and living than thou showest by thy 
conduct.*— The following infinitives do not include in themselves the idea 
of deiv or ééeiva:,® but find their explanation in the idea of commanding, which 
is implied in the finite verbs.°—6 BdeAvoodsuevog ta eldwia iepoovieic] Thou, 
_ who abhorrest idols, dost thou plunder temples? This is necessarily to be 


1 Comp. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. IT. p. 790. trast (comp. LXX. Ps. 1. 16 ff.; Ignat. Zph. 

2 Comp. Plat. Pol. x. p. 598 C: maiSds re Kat 15) from Greek and Rabbinical authors may 
adpovas, be seen in Wetstein. 

3 On péppwors compare Theophrastus h. 5 See Lobeck ad Phryn. p. 753 f. 
pl. iii. 7, 4, and Scaudéphwors in Plut. Mor. p. 6 See Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 2, 1, Anab. 
1023 C, v. 7, 84; Heindorf, ad Plat. Prot. p. 346 B 


* Analogous passages expressing this con- Wunder, ad Soph. O. C. 837. 
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understood of the plundering of idols’ temples (with Chrysostom, The- 
ophylact,’ Clericus, Wetstein, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Fritzsche, de Wette, 
Tholuck, Philippi, Mehring (Riickert indecisively) ; as is required by the anti- 
thetic relation in which lepoovacic stands to the BdeAvoodu. ta cidwaa. ‘‘ Thou 
who holdest all contact with idols as a detestable pollution—dost thou 
lay plundering hands on their temples?” Abhorrence of idols and (not, it 
might be, temple-destruction, Deut. vii. 25, but greedy) temple-plunder- 
ing ?—Paul could not have placed at the close of his reproachful questions 
a contrast between theory and practice more incisively affecting Jewish feel- 
ing. That robbery of temples actually occurred among the Jews, may just- 
ly be inferred from Acts xix. 37, but especially from Josephus, Antt. iv. 8, 
10.* It is differently explained by Pelagius, Pareus, Toletus, Grotius, Heu- 
mann, Michaelis, Cramer, Reiche, Gléckler, Reithmayr, van Hengel, Ewald, 
and Hofmann, who understand it of robbing the Jewish temple by the em- 
bezzlement or curtailment of the temple-moneys and sacrifices (for proofs of 
this crime, see Josephus, Antt. viii. 3, 5 f.), by withholding the temple 
tribute, and the like.* Luther, Calvin, Bengel, and others, including Morus, 
Flatt, K6llner, and Umbreit, interpret it, with still more deviation from the 
proper sense, as denoting the ‘‘ profanatio divinae majestatis” (Calvin) gen- 
erally.© Compare Luther’s gloss, ‘‘Thou art a robber of God ; for it is 
God’s glory which all who would be holy through works take from Him.” 
Such unjustifiable deviations from the literal sense would not have been re- 
sorted to, if attention had been directed on the one hand to the actual unity 
of the object in the whole of the antitheses, and on the other to the appro- 
priate climax : theft, adultery, robbery of idols’ temples. 

Ver. 23 gives to the four questions of reproachful astonishment the de- 
cisive categorical answer. See above on vv. 17-24. [See Note XXI. p. 108.] 
— dia tie wapaB. Tt. vduov] To this category belonged especially the iepoov- 
aeiv ; for in Deut. vii. 25 f. the destruction of heathen statues is enjoined, 
but the robbery of their gold and silver is repudiated. — rév Sedv ariudlerc] 
How ? is shown in ver. 24. — rdv Yedv] who has given the law. 

Ver. 24. For confirmation of his rdv Gedv ariudtece Paul subjoins a Seript- 
ure quotation, namely Is. lii. 5, in substance after the LXX., not the far 
more dissimilar passage Ezek. xxxvi. 22 f. (Calvin, Ewald, and others), 
which, according to Hofmann, he is supposed to express according to the 
Greek translation of Is. 7.c. ‘‘more convenient” for him. But he applies 


1 Theophylact (whom Estius follows) very 
properly refers the tepoovaAeis to the temples 
of idols, but limits it to the taking away of 
the ava6jpara. His exposition, moreover, 
aptly brings out the practical bearing of 
the point: tepoovAiay Aéyer Thy adaiperiy Tov 
avaTienéevwrv Tots eidwdAots. Kat yap €i Kat éBde- 
AvaovTo Ta eldwdra, GAA’ Suws TH Hrroxpyuatia 
Tupavvovmevot HrTovTd TaV eidwALKaV avabynud- 
twv du’ aicxpoxepdiav. 

2 The objection urged by Reiche and van 
Hengel, that tepoovActv always refers to tem- 
ples which the speaker really looks upon as 


holy places, is irrelevant for this reason,that 
Paul was obliged to take the word, which 
he found existing in the Greek, in order to in- 
dicate temple-robbery, while he has al- 
ready sufficiently excluded the idea that the 
temples themselves were sacred in his eyes 
by Ta eidwAa, 
3See also Rabbinical passages in Dc- 
litzsch’s Hebrew translation, p. 77. 
4 Compare Jest. XII. Patr. p. 578. 
_§ Olshausen thinks that avarice, as inward 
idolatry, is meant. 
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the quotation in such a way that he makes it his own by the yép not found in 
the original or the LXX.; only indicating by xada¢ yéyparra at the close, 
that he has thus appropriated a passage of Scripture. Hence xadac yéy. is 
placed at the end, as is never done in the case of express quotations of Script- 
ure. The historical sense ' of the passage is not here concerned, since Paul 
has not quoted it as a fulfilled prophecy, though otherwise with propriety 
in the sense of iii. 19. — dv’ tuac] i.e. on account of your wicked conduct. — 
Bracgnueitae év Toig EIveor] among the Gentiles, inasmuch, namely, as these in- 
fer from the immoral conduct of the Jews that they have an unholy God 
and Lawgiver, and are thereby moved to blaspheme His holy name. Comp. 
Clement, Cor. I. 47. 

Ver. 25. Having in vv. 17-24 (not merely taken for granted, but) thrown 
a bright light of illumination on the culpability of the Jews in presence of 
the law, Paul now briefly and decisively dissipates the fancy of a special 
advantage, of which they were assured through ctrewmeision. ‘‘ For 
circumcision indeed, the advantage of which thou mightest perchance urge 
against this condemnation, is useful, if thou doest the law ; but if thou art a 
transgressor of the law, thou hast as circumcised no advantage over the uncircum- 
cised.”” — yap therefore annexes a corroboration of the closing result of vv. 
28, 24, and does so by excluding every advantage, which the Jew trans- 
gressing this law might fancy himself possessed of, as compared with the 
Gentile, in virtue of circumcision. Stat sententia/ in spite of thy circum- 
cision ! Hofmann is the less justified, however, in taking the pév elliptically, 
with the suppression of its antithesis,” since against its correspondence with 
the immediately following dé no well-founded logical objection exists. — 
repitoun| circumcision, without the article. It is not however, with Kéllner 
and many others, to be taken as a description of Judaism generally ; but 
definitely and specially of cirewmeision, to which sacrifice of the body—con- 
secrating men to membership of the people of God (Ewald, Alterth. p. 127), 
and meant to be accompanied by the inner consecration of moral holiness 
(see on ver. 28)—the theocratic Jewish conceit attributed the absolute value 
of a service rendering them holy and appropriating the Abrahamic promises. 
— @gerei] seeing that it transfers into the communion of all blessings and 
promises conferred by God on His covenant people ; which blessings and 
promises, however, are attached to the observance of His law as their con- 
dition (Gen. xvii. 1 ff.; Lev. xviii. 5 ; Deut. xxvii. 26 ; Gal. v. 3), so that 
circumcision points at the same time to the new covenant, and becomes a 
sign and seal of the righteousness that is by faith (see oniv. 11). This how- 
ever the Apostle has not yet in view here [See Note XXII. p. 108.]. — éav vou. 
x.T.A.] Not on the presupposition that, but rather, as also the two following 
édv : in the case that, Winer, p. 275 [E. T. 293]. — axpoBvoria yéyovev] Has be- 
come 1177, has lost, for thee, every advantage which it was designed to 
secure to thee over the uncircumcised, so that thou hast now no advantage 


1Jt refers to God’s name being dis- 2 Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 414, and gener- 
honoured through the enslaving of the ally Baeumlein, Part. p. 163. : 
Jews by their tyrants. 
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over the latter, and art, just as he is, no member of God’s people. Paul con- 
ceives of the latter as a holy people, like the invisible church of God, in 
which the mortua membra of the people have no part.’ — yéyovev] Present 
of the completed action ; vii. 2 ; xiv. 23 ; John xx. 28. It is the emergent 
ethical result, which takes place. 

Ver. 26. Interrogative inference of the corresponding inverse relation, 
drawn from ver. 25. — # axpoBvotia abrov| referring to the concrete axpéBvoro¢ 
understood in the previous dxpoBvotia.*—ra dixacdyara tT. vduov gva.| The 
same as rd Tov véuov woveiv in ver. 14, as also the following r. véuov redovoa of 
ver, 27.° <A ‘‘nenfect, deep inner” fulfilment of the law (Philippi), is a 
gratuitous suggestion, since there is no modal definition appended. Paul 
means the observance of the Mosaic legal precepts (respecting dikacdéuara 
comp. on i. 32 and v. 16), which in point of fact takes place when the 
Gentile obeys the moral law of nature, ver. 14 f. —eic Tepit. Aoytodhoerar | 
will be reckoned as circumcision (ei¢ in the sense of the result, see ix. 8; 
Acts xix. 27; Is. xl. 17; Wisd. ix. 6; Theile, ad Jac. p. 138). The 
Suture is not that of the logical certainty (Mehring and older expositors), or 
of the result (Hofmann), which latter sense would be involved in a form of 
expression corresponding to the yéyove ; but the glance of the Apostle ex- 
tends (see ver. 27) to the last judgment. To the uncircumcised person, who 
observes what the law has ordained, ¢.¢. the moral precepts of the law, shall 
one day be awarded the same salvation that God has destined, subject to 
the obligation of fulfilment of the law, for those who through circumcision 
are members of His people. As to the thought comp. Matt. viii. 11, iii. 9 ; 
1 Cor. vii. 19; Gal. v. 6. The reference to proselytes of the gate (Philippi) 
is not only arbitrary, but also incorrect, because the text has in view the 
pure contrast between circumcision and uncircumcision, without any hint 
of an intermediate stage or anything analogous thereto. The proposition is 
to be retained in its unlimited expression. The mediation, however, which 
has to intervene for the circumcised as well as for the uncircumcised, in 
order to the procuring of salvation through faith, is still left unnoticed here, 
and is reserved for the subsequent teaching of the Epistle. See especially 
ch. iv. 

Ver. 27. is regarded by most modern expositors, including Riickert, 
Reiche (undecidedly), K6llner, Fritzsche, Olshausen, Philippi, Lachmann, 
Ewald, and Mehring, as a continuation of the question, so that obi is again 
understood before xpwei. But the sequence of thought is brought out 


1 The same idea is illustrated concretely 
by R. Berechias in Schemoth Rabb. f. 138, 18: 
“‘Ne haeretici et apostatae et impii ex Is- 
raelitis dicant: Quandoquidem circumcisi 
sumus, in infernum non descendimus. Quid 
agit Deus S.B.? Mittit angelum et prae- 
putia eorum attrahit, ita ut ipsi in infernum 
descendant.”’ See other similar passages in 
Eisenmenger’s entdeckt. Judenth. I. p. 339 f. 

2 See Winer, p. 188 [E. T. 145]. 

3 roy vowov TeAcity Means, as in James fi. 8, 


to bring the law into execution. It is only dis- 
tinguished from dvAdgoew and typetv vomov 
by its representing the same thing on its 
practical side, so far as the law is accom- 
plished by the action which the law de- 
mands. Comp. Plat. Legg. xi. p. 926A, xii. p. 
958 D; Xen. Cyr. viii. 1, 1; Soph. Aj. 528; 
Lucian. d. Morte Peregr. 33. On the whole, 
tedetv frequently answers to the idea pa- 
trare, facere. (Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 804.) 
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much more forcibly, if we take ver. 27 as affirmative, as the reply to the 
question contained in ver. 26, (as is done by Chrysostom, Erasmus, Luther, 
Bengel, Wetstein, and others ; now also by Tholuck, de Wette, van Hengel, 
Th. Schott, Hofmann). In this case the placing xpivei first conveys a 
strong emphasis ; and «ai, as often in classic authors’ is the simple and, 
which annexes the answer to the interrogative discourse as if in continua- 
tion, and thus assumes its affirmation as self-evident.” And the natural un- 
circumcision, if it fulfils the law, shall judge, i.e. exhibit in thy full desert of 
punishment (namely, comparatione sui, as Grotius aptly remarks),* thee, who, 
etc. Compare, on the idea, Matt. xii. 41 ; the thought of the actual direct 
judgment on the last day, according to 1 Cor. vi. 2, is alien to the passage, 
although the practical indirect judgment, which is meant, belongs to the 
future judgment-day. — 7 éx gboewe axpoB.] The uncircumeision by nature, i.e. 
the (persons in question) uncircumcised in virtue of their Gentile birth. 
This é« ¢tcewc, which is neither, with Koppe and Olshausen, to be connected 
with rdv vdu. reA., nor, with Mehring, to be taken as equivalent to év capxi, 
is in itself superfluous, but serves to heighten the contrast d:d yp. kK. Teplr. 
The idea, that this axpoBvoria is a repcrouy év rvebuarc, must (in Opposition to 
Philippi) have been indicated in the text, and it would have no place in the 
connection of our passage ; see ver. 29, where it first comes in. —rov dud 
ypdup. k. wepit. rapaB. véuov] who with letter and circumcision art a trans- 
gressor of the law. 64 denotes the surrounding circumstances amidst which, 
i.e. here according to the context : in spite of which the transgression takes 
place.* Compare iv. 11, xiv. 20 ; Winer, p. 355 [E. T. 380]. Others take 
d:é4 as instrumental, and that either: dia véuov... . mpoaydeic (Oecumenius ; 
comp. Umbreit) or: ‘‘occasione legis,” (Beza, Estius, and others ; comp. 
Benecke), or: ‘‘ who transgressest the law, and art exhibited as such by the 
letter,” etc. (K6llner). But the former explanations introduce a foreign 
idea into the connection ; and against Kéllner’s view it may be urged that 
his declarative rendering weakens quite unnecessarily the force of the con- 
trast of the two members of the verse. For the most natural and most 
abrupt contrast to the wncircwmeised person who keeps the law is he, who 
transgresses the law notwithstanding letter and cirewmeision, and is conse- 
quently all the more culpable, because he offends against written divine 
direction (ypayy.) and theocratic obligation (sepir.). 

Vv. 28, 29. Proof of ver. 27. For the true Judaism (which is not exposed 
to that xpevei) resides not in that which is external, but in the hidden world of 
the internal. — 6 év TO gavep@] 1.6. d¢ év TO g. éote :* for he is not a Jew, who is 
so openly, i.e. not he who shows himself to be an ’Iovdaioc in external visible 


1 Thiersch, § 354, 5 b.; Kiihner, ad Xen. 
Mem. ii. 10, 2. 

2 Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 880. 

3 Not so, that God in judging will apply 
the Gentile obedience of the law as a stana- 


ard for estimating the Jewish transgression _ 


of it (Th. Schott), which is gratuitously 
introduced. The standard of judgment re- 
mains the law of God (ver. 12f.); but the 


example of the Gentile, who has fulfilled it, 
exposes and practically condemns the Jew 
who has transgressed it. 

4 Th. Schott arbitrarily: who with the 
possession of the law and circumcision does 
not cease to be a transgressor and to pass for 
such. 

5 See Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. 116, 
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exhibition (in profession, circumcision, dress, ceremonial service, and the 
like) is a genuine, dAndcvdc, "Iovdaiog answering to the idea.’ The second 
half of ver. 28, in which év capxi forms an apposition to év ré gavepS, more 
precisely defining it, is to be taken as quite parallel. — Ver. 29 is usually 
rendered : But he who is a Jew in secret (scil. is a true Jew), and cireumeision 
of the heart, in the spirit, not in the letter (scil. is true circumcision.) But 
against this view it may be urged that 6 év 76 xputré is so completely par- 
allel to the 6 év r@ gavep@ in ver. 28, that a different mode of connection 
cannot but seem forced. Hence the following construction and exposition 
result more naturally (comp. Luther, Erasmus, and others ; also Fritzsche) : 
But he is a Jew (in the true sense) who is so in secret (in the invisible inner 
life), and (instead of now saying, in parallel with ver. 28 : 7 év t@ kpunr@ 
repttouf, Paul defines both the év 7@ xpyxr@ and the true spiritual mean- 
ing of repetou# more precisely, and says) cirewmeision of the heart resides (the 
éori to be supplied) in the spirit, not in the letter.? Stripped of figure, repz- 
rou Kapdiac is: the separation of all that is immoral from the inner life ; 
for circumcision was accounted even from the earliest times as otpuBodov 
jdovav éxtouae (Philo).* The uncircumcised heart is aueravéyrog, ver. 5. — 
év rvebuate| is the power, in which the circumcision of the heart finds its 
causal ground, namely, in the Spirit, i.e. in the Holy Spirit, through whose 
power it takes place, not in the letter, which effects the outward circum- 
cision by its commandment. In true Judaism also the Holy Ghost is the 
divine active principle (comp. vii. 14). So much the less reason is there 
for making rvetua in our passage mean the true Jewish public spirit proceed- 
ing from God (de Wette, comp. Tholuck), or the spirit of the law, in con- 
trast to its outward observance (van Hengel, who wrongly urges the ab- 
sence of the article); or the new life-principle in man, wrought in him by the 
Spirit of God (Riickert, comp. Luther’s gloss) ; on the contrary, the rvevjua 
is to be left as the objective, concrete divine rvevya, as the Holy Spirit 
in the definite sense, and as distinguished from the spiritual conditions and 
tendencies which He produces. The correct and clear view is held by Gro- 
tius, Fritzsche, and Philippi ; compare Hofmann. Others, as Theodore 
of Mopsuestia, Oecumenius (Chrysostom and Theophylact express them- 
selves very indefinitely), Erasmus, Beza, Toletus, Heumann, Morus, Rosen- 
miiller, Reiche, Mehring, take rveiua as meaning the spirit ef man. But 
that the circumcision of the heart takes place in the spirit of man, is self- 
evident ; and the similar contrast between rveiua and ypdypa, vii. 6 and 2 
Cor. iii. 6, clearly excludes the reference to the human spirit. — oi] of which, 
is neuter, and refers to the entire description of the true Jewish nature in 


1 See Matthiae, p. 1533, Buttman, neut. Gr. 
p. 335 f. [E. T. 392]. 

2 Ewald, who likewise follows our con- 
struction in the first clause of the verse, 
takes in the second half of it xapSias as pred- 
icate : and circumcision is that of the heart. 
But in that case since wepttouyn in itself 
would be the trve circumcision, we should 
expect the article before it. 


8 See Lev. xxvi. 41; Deut. x. 16, xxx. 6; 
Jer. iv. 14, ix. 26; Ez. xliv.7; compare Phil. 
iii. 3; Col. ii. 11; Acts vii.51; Philo, de Sac- 
rif. p. 58: weperéuverOe Tas axAnpoxapésras, 765¢€ 
gore Tas mepiTTas Poets TOV Hyemovexod, As ai 
Gmetpot Tav wabav Eomerpav Te Kat ouvynignoav 
dpuai Kai 6 Kaxds Wuxhs yewpyos eptevoer, 
adpoovvn, meta amovdys amoxetpedbe. Sce also 
Schocttgen, Hor. p. 815. 
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ver. 29. The epexegetical relative definition bears to it an argumentative 
relation : id quod laudem suam habet etc. ob ye would be still more em- 
phatic. To interpret it as masculine with reference to ’Iovdaioc (Augustine, 
Erasmus, Beza, Bengel, and many others ; including Reiche, Riickert, 
Kéllner, de Wette, Olshausen, Tholuck, Fritzsche, Philippi, Ewald, and 
Hofmann ; compare van “Hengel) is, especially seeing that Paul has not 
written dy, as in iii. 8 (Schoem. ad Js. p. 243), a very unnecessary violence, 
which Grotius, who is followed by Th. Schott, makes still worse by twist- 
ing the construction as if the éoriv of ver. 28 stood immediately before oi (it 
is not the evident Jew, etc., whose praise, etc). As is often the case in classic 
authors, the neuter of the relative belongs to the entire sentence.'—6 éravvoc] 
i.¢. the due praise (not recompense). See on 1 Cor. iv. 5. Compare, on the 
matter itself, John vy. 44, xii. 43. _Oecumenius rightly says : ri¢ yap kpurric 
kai év kapdia repitoume obK éotar émawvétyng avd pwrot, aan 6 étalwv Kapdiac Kai 
vegpove Bedc. Compare the ddéa Scot ili. 23. This praise is the holy satis- 
JSaction of God [His being well-pleased], as He has so often declared it to the 
righteous in the Scriptures.—Observe how perfectly analogous ver. 28 f. in 
its tenor of thought is to the idea of the invisible church. Compare on ver. 
25. 


Norres spy AMERICAN Eprror. 


XV. Ver. 1—ch. iii. 20. 


It may be said, with Meyer, that Paul ‘‘ adduces here the second half of the 
proof as to the universal necessity of justification by faith,’’ or, rather, as to the 
fact that there is no justification by works, which fact carries with it this uni- 
versal necessity. This second half of the proof is that with which the Apostle 
chiefly concerns himself, not only because the unrighteousness of the Gentiles 
was more plainly manifest, but also because the Jewish party would readily ad- 
mit that this unrighteousness excluded the Gentiles from justification—while, on 
the other hand, this party would not easily acknowledge the same thing, and 
make the same admission, respecting themselves. It is for this reason that 
he approaches the declaratien of the fact as related to the Jews more gradually, 
and with more caretul preparation of the way, than he had done in the other 
case. He begins his argument in the most general form, and only at the 17th 
verse does he make the direct application to the Jews of what has previously 
been said. 


XVI. Ver. 1 f£. dud avaroAdynrog el, x.T.A, 


The argument in the first verses may be considered-in two aspects. (1) 
With reference to the main thoughts, ver. 2 contains the major premise: the 
judgment of God is against those who habitually commit such sins as are 
charged upon the Gentiles in the first chapter; ver. 1b.c. contains the minor 
premise : the person who condemns others (in the case supposed) habitually 
commits these sins; ver. la., we must conclude, therefore, that this person, 
whoever he may be, will be condemned at the Divine judgment. The ar- 
gument, as thus indicated, is complete and decisive ; and the conclusion. must 
be of universal application, unless some way of escape from the general rule 


1 See especially Richter, de anac. gr. linguae, § 28; Matthiae, II. p. 987 f. 
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of the divine government can be discovered for the particular man in question. 
But is there any such way? If so, it must be either on the man’s side, because 
of some special privilege appertaining to himself as distinguished from others, 
or on God’s side, because of His goodness, which is so great that it will forbear 
to inflict the penalty. The question as to these two suppositions is raised in 
the following verses: the former in ver. 3, and the latter in ver. 4. To the 
former a negative answer is implied in the mode of presenting the question, 
To the latter is added a detailed proof of the negative, which extends from 
ver. 5 to ver. 16. The omission of a similar full statement as connected with 
ver. 3 is to be explained from the desire on the part of the author to defer it 
until after he should have applied his general reasoning to the Jews ; and, ac- 
cordingly, we find it set forth in vv. 25-29. (2) With reference to the grammat- 
ical connection and the sequence of the sentences. 616, whether itisto be regarded 
as referring to i. 32 (with de Wette, Alford, and others), or to the main idea of 
i. 18-32 (with Meyer), brings the new affirmation respecting md¢ 6 xpivwv into 
close connection with the statements of the preceding chapter. Hence it is, 
that the order of thought is changed throughout ; the minor premise, as given 
above, being introduced as a proof of this affirmation, and the major premise 
placed in an independent sentence. According tothe grammatical connection, 
the thought proceeds as follows: On the foundation of what is said in the ° 
first chapter, the man who condemns another must be declared to be without 
excuse, for in condemning the other he condemns himself, since he does the 
same things ; and we know that the judgment of God is against all who do 
these things. 


XVII. Ver. 4. 7—xaragpoveic. 


This verse—as in some other cases in Paul’s writings, e.g. Gal. ii. 17— 
seems to unite two sentences (one interrogative and the other declarative), in 
one; here, the question and its answer. The answer is found in the word 
katagpoveic, and is further developed in ver. 5. The verb of the question is 
suggested by the context. Dost thou rely upon, or trust to, the riches of God’s 
goodness to set thee aside from the rules of His general administration? To 
do so, while continuing in the sins described, is a treating his goodness with 
contempt (not recognizing even its object and purpose, which is to lead to re- 
pentance, and not to further wrong-doing), and a laying up for the final day a 
greater measure of divine wrath. 


XVIII. Ver. 6. 5¢ droddéces éxdotw xara Ta Epya abrod, 


The question as to the consistency of this statement with the doctrine of 
salvation by faith has been unnecessarily raised by some writers. The Apostle 
is here speaking only of the legal system, and discussing the matter of jus- 
tification by works. On the legal system men are rewarded according to 
their works. When they sin, therefore, there is no hope of justification. 
He does not return to the matter of faith until iii. 21. This verse and its con-. 
text are sometimes used as an argument against the view which holds that the 
heathen may have a probation hereafter, on the ground that they do not have 
a fair opportunity of obtaining salvation in this life. The argument rests, 
however, upon a misapprehension as to what the view in question necessarily 
involves, By having a fair opportunity, in the sense in which this term is 
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employed, is not meant such an opportunity on the legal system. Both parties 
alike may admit Paul’s teaching to be, that all men—the heathen nations as 
well as others—have light enough to make their condenanation, on that system, 
just. But a new system, through the mercy of God, has been introduced—one 
of faith and forgiveness ; and it is claimed by advocates of the opinion alluded 
to, that the question arises, in view of this fact, whether if, in His abound- 
ing goodness, God has thus opened to sinners, who had put themselves 
beyond all hope from law, a new way of entrance into His kingdom, it is not, 
by reason of that very goodness, probable that He will give all men alike the 
knowledge of this wonderful way—that He will grant such knowledge and the 
opportunity to use it for the end in view—hereafter, in case, for wise reasons 
of His own, He does not grant it here, Will He not give the unenlightened and 
the enlightened among mankind an equal possibility under the light of the faith- 
system? To this question this section of the Epistle, having reference only to 
works, gives no answer. Arguments against this view, when thus under- 
stood, may be drawn from other N. T. passages, or from the general indications 
of N. T. teaching, but not from these verses, 


XIX. Ver. 12. avdéuwc—év vouy. 


That avéuwc and év véuw refer to the Mosaic law must be regarded as al- 
together probable, (a) Because the immediately preceding context presents 
before us the division of mankind into Jews and Gentiles. The close con- 
nection of this verse with vv. 9, 10, through the yap which opens it and that 
which opens ver. 11, shows that the same division is intended here. The 
point of difference between the two, however, was the possession or non-pos- 
session of the Mosaic law. (b) Because tid rot vouov (ver. 14) clearly refers to 
the requirements of the law of Moses. This being so, the contrast of the verse 
naturally suggests the same law as intended by pu) vouov éyovtra. (c) Because 
the thing which the Jews rested upon (ver. 17), and gloried in (ver. 23), was 
not law, but the law of Moses. (d) Because, in the contrast presented in 
vv. 25, 27, the keeping rév véduov (cf. rod vouov, ver. 26) is placed in opposition 
to transgression véuov. For the force of the contrast, véuov must be. regarded 
as the same with roi véuov. (e) Because it is wholly unlikely that the writer 
meant a different thing by rapafdcews Tov vouov in ver, 23 and mapaBarn¢ [rapa- 
Bdoewc] véuov, only two verses afterward. The former expression, however, 
evidently refers to the Mosaic law. (f) Because circumcision, as a distin- 
guishing mark of the Jews, was connected with the law of Moses. When 
therefore practising what véucc requires is declared to be essential to the en- 
joyment of any advantage from this distinction, véuoc must mean this partic- 
ular law. (g) Because all the kindred words throughout the entire passage, 
mepitouy, ypduua, "lovdaioc, point to this law as in the mind of the author. (h) 
Because the doctrine of justification by works which Paul was here proving 
to be untrue was, as held by the Jewish party, connected with the law of Moses. 
Throughout these verses (12-29), accordingly, wherever véuoc occurs (with the 
possible exception of the last instance in ver. 14), it must be understood as 
the same with 6 véuoc ;—this word being used as a kind of proper name (cf. 
Winer, p. 123). 

The true position with regard to this word seems to be this: that, whether 
with or without the article, it means the Mosaic law, in all cases in Paul’s 
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Epistles, except a very insignificant number in which either the necessities of 
the sentence itself, or the unquestionable indications of the context, prove, 
beyond a doubt, that it does not have this meaning. 

Weiss ed. Mey., Bp. Lightfoot, and some other recent writers oppose the 
view above stated, and hold that véuo¢ without the article denotes any positive 
law, or positive law in the abstract. Their presentation of the matter appears 
unsatisfactory and their arguments inconclusive ; and it seems scarcely too 
much to say, with Meyer, that their view ‘opens the way for artificial and 
sometimes intolerable explanations.’’ The question can be properly settled by 
a careful examination of all the cases where the word occurs, Such an ex- 
amination, it is believed, will confirm, at every step, the position taken in 
this note, 


XX. Ver. 15. cvppaptupoton¢—drodoyoupévar. 


Weiss ed. Mey.—though denying the position of Meyer, that the context 
shows the reference to be to the approving conscience—objects to the view 
against which Meyer is arguing, that such a wavering of judgment (as the 
application of wet, dad, Aoy. x.7.4. to the process of conscience in the individu- 
al man implies), would tend rather to render doubtful, than to prove the ex- 
istence of an objective rule or standard in the heart. The Apostle, however, 
does not speak of such a wavering of judgment, as Weiss supposes, but to the 
approving or condemning judgment which the particular case may call for. 
Weiss also holds that xargyotvrwr x.7.A. is not to be joined with Aoyiopuaev as 
forming a second gen. abs. clause, but as an attributive phrase—there 
being but one gen. abs. clause, in which ovuuaprupovone is united both 
with ovve.d. and with Ao)y. Holsten takes the same view, but Godet, with 
reason, objects to this construction as forced. Godet, Alford, Shedd, Schaff 
(Pop. Comm.), Philippi, agree with de Wette and others in holding that a/An- 
Aév refers to Aoyiouor. ‘* There takes place, as it were, a dialogue between the 
thoughts, one accusing, the other acquitting’’ (Phil.). The argument for this 
view is, that the other parts of the description seem to be limited to the indi- 
vidual soul in itself, and not to refer to any relations to others. The emphatic 
position of ywetraéd add, and the suggestion of contrast with airév are the strong 
points favoring Meyer’s explanation. 


XXI. Ver. 23. d¢ év véum kavydoat. 


The change in the form of expression in this clause, as compared with those 
which precede, does not, indeed, prove Meyer’s view of the verse, as a categor- 
ical answer, to be correct, but it suggests that it may be; and the sentence 
gains in emphasis and force, if explained in this way. 


XXII. Ver. 25. TEplLTOUH wey yap Operet, 


Ggerei carries back the thought to the emphatic od of ver. 3, and in sub- 
stance, though not in form, confirms the negative answer to the question of that 
verse. While admitting that there is a certain advantage connected with cir- . 
cumcision [to be more fully explained at a later point], provided the cir- 
cumcised person fulfils the requirements of the law, the Apostle denies to 
the Jew, so long as the law is not fulfilled, any such favored position as he 
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was prone to claim with respect to the judgment and the application of the rules 
of the Divine administration. The ydp, which opens this verse, connects it with 
the statement implied in ver. 23—namely, that condemnation will rest upon 
those who thus dishonour God, no matter how much they may glory in the law, 
for circumcision will avail nothing while they commit such sins. 
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Ver, 2. uév ydp] Lachm. following B D* E G, min. vss., Chrys. Aug. reads 
zév. The yap was easily lost in consequence of its seeming unnecessary, and 
of the recollection of i. 8 ; but is supported by 1 Cor. xi. 18.—Ver. 9. mpoeyoueba] 
D* G 31, Syr. Erp. Chrys. ms. Theodoret have mpoxaréyouev (or xatéy.) wepioosy, 
and, with several other authorities, omit od mévtwc. This mpoxar. mepico. is an 
erroneous gloss ; and the omission of od rdvrwe is explained by its being no 
longer suitable after the adoption of ri ody mpoxatéxouev mepioody ; see Reiche, 
Comm. crit, — Ver. 11. In important codices the article is wanting before 
ovviovy and éx¢yrdv. But see LXX. Ps. xiv. 2.—Ver. 22. xa? ém mdvrac] is 
wanting in A BC P &*, Copt. Aeth. Arm. Erp. Clem. Or. Cyr. Aug. Deleted 
by Lachm. and Tisch. 8. But when we consider that a gloss on ei¢ mdvrac was 
quite unnecessary, and on the other hand that xa? éxi mévra¢ was equally un- 
necessary to complete the sense, we may assume that the twice repeated mdvrac¢ 
may have even at a very early date occasioned the omission of kat é? mdvrac. 
—Ver. 25. ti¢ xiot.] tho is wanting in C* D* F G 8, min., and several Fathers 
(A and Chrys. omit the whole did r. rior.). Suspected by Griesb., and deleted 
by Lachm. and Tisch. Still the omission of the article might easily occur if 
the copyist, as was natural, glanced back at did mior., ver. 22.—Ver. 26. poe 
évderé.] Following A B C D* P &, min., we should read with Lachm. and 
Tisch. zpd¢ rv évdevg. The article was passed over in accordance with ver. 25. 
—'Inood is wanting in F G 52 It.; and is expanded in other authorities (Xporot 
"Inood, or Tod Kvpiov ju. "Inood Xpiotod). Notwithstanding the preponderating 
testimony in its favour, it is properly deleted by Fritzsche and Tisch. 7. Sup- 
plied from looking back to ver. 22.—Ver. 28. ydp] Elz. and Tisch. 7. read od», 
against very preponderating testimony, by which also the arrangement dcx. 
niot. dvOpwrov (Elz.: . 6. 4.) is confirmed. Since according to the different 
modes of apprehending the connection, the emendation might be od» as well 
as ydp, external attestation only can here be regarded as decisive.—Ver. 29. 
The reading udvwr (so Tisch. 7. instead of uévov) is insufficiently attested by B, 
min. and Fathers ; and arose easily out of the context.—odyi xai] Elz.: obdyi de 
cai, against decisive testimony. The d? was easily introduced into the text by 
the contrast, whether the two questions might be taken separately, or togeth- 
er as one —éreizep] A B C D** 8, min., Clem. Or. Cyr. Didym. Damasce.: eirep. 
Recommended by Griesb.; adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8. But how easily 
may the éreirep only occurring here in the N. T., and therefore unfamiliar to 
the copyists, have been exchanged for the familiar eiep ! 


Vv. 1,72. As an inference (oiv) from ii. 28, 29, the objection might now 
be made from the Jewish standpoint against the Apostle, that he quite 


1 On chap. iii. see Matthias, exeget. gramme), Hanau 1851; and the same author’s 
Abhandlung wiber vv. 1-20 (a school-pro- work: das dritte Kap. d. Br.an da. Rém., 
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does away with the advantage of Judaism and the benefit of circumcision. 
This objection he therefore raises in his own person, in order to remove it 
himself immediately, ver. 2 ff. — 1d mrepioodv x.t.4.] [See Note XXIII. p. 146.] 
the superiority ' of the Jew, i.e. what he has as an advantage over the Gen- 
tile, the Jewish surplus. The following 7 (or, to express it in other words) 
ric ) &GéA. T. Tepir. presents substantially the same question in a more spe- 
cific form. — 026] Much, namely, is the repioodv of the Jew or the benefit 
of circumcision.? The neuter comprehends the answer to both ; and it 
must not therefore be said that it applies only to the first question, leaving 
the second without further notice. It is moreover clear from what pre- 
cedes and follows, that Paul meant the repicody not in a moral, but ina 
theocratic sense ; comp. ix. 4f.—x«atd ravta tpérov] in every way (Xen. 
Anab. vi. 6, 30), in whatever light the matter may be considered.* It is an 
undue anticipation to take the expression as hyperbolical (Reiche), since we 
do not know how the detailed illustration, which is only begun, would be 
further pursued. — rpérov] jirst of all, firstly, it is a prerogative of the Jew, 
or advantage of circumcision, that, etc. The Apostle consequently begins 
to illustrate the 704 according to its individual elements, but, just after 
mentioning the first point, is led away by a thought connected with it, so 
that all further enumeration (possibly by elra, Xen. Mem. iii. 6, 9) is dropped 
[See Note XXIV. p. 146.] and not, as Grotius strangely thinks, postponed to 
ix.4. Compare on i. 8; 1Cor. xi. 18. As the yév was evidently meant to be 
followed by a corresponding 4é, it was a mere artificial explaining away of 
the interruption of the discourse, to render rpérov praecipue (Beza, Calvin, 
Toletus, Estius, Calovius, Wolf, Koppe, Gléckler, and others ; compare 
also Hofmann : ‘before all things”), or to say with Th. Schott that it indi- 
cates the basis from which the xo4b follows. — bru ériot. tr. Adyca T. Oeoi] that 
they (the Jews) were entrusted with the utterances of God, namely, in the holy 
Scriptures given to them, devoutly to preserve these Adya as a Divine treas- 
ure, and to maintain them for all ages of God’s people as their and their 
children’s (comp. Acts ii. 39) possession, On the Greek form of expression 
miorevouat te (1 Cor. ix. 17; Gal. ii. 7), see Winer, p. 244 [E. T. 260]. —ra 
Abyta T. Ocov| eloquia Dei. [See Note XXV. p. 146.] That by this general ex- 
pression (ypyopode abroig dvatev Karnvexdévtac, Chrysostom), which always 


ein exeg. Versuch, Cassel 1857; James Mori- _ fact onward to ver. 8, as the sentiments of 


son, A critical exposition of the Third Chap- 
ter of St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans, Lond. 
1866. 

1 Matt. v. 47, xi. 9; Plat. Ap. S. p. 20 C. 
Lucian. Prom. 1; Plut. Demosth. 3. 

2'This answer is the Apostle’s, not the re- 
ply of a Jew asserting his repioody, whom 
Paul then interrupts in ver. 4 with «y yévorro 
(Baur in the ¢theol. Jahrb. 1857, p. 69)—a 
breaking up of the text into dialogue, 
which is neither necessary nor in any way 
indicated, and which is not supported by 
any analogy of other passages. According 
to Mehring, Paul has written ver. 2, and in 


a Jew to be summarily dealt with, who in 
mpatov had it in view to enumerate yet 
further advantages, but whose mouth was 
closed by ver. 9. The unforced exposition 
of the successive verses does not permit 
this view ; and ii. 25-29 is not at variance 
with ver. 2, but, on the contrary, leaves 
sufficiently open to the Apostle the recog- 
nition of Jewish privileges, which he begins 
to specify ; comp. ii. 25 and ix. 4 f. 

3 See examples in Wetstein. The oppo- 
site: xat’ ovdéva tpdwov, 2 Macc. xi. 31; 
Polyb. iv. 84, 8, viii. 27, 2. 
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receives its more precise definition from the context (Acts vii. 38 ; Heb. v. 
12; 1 Pet. iv. 11), Paul means here kar’ é¢oypv the Messianic prophetic ut- 
terances, is shown by ver. 3, where the amoria of the Jews leaves no room 
for mistake as to the contents of the Aéya. Compare ai érayyedia, ix. 4. 
These Adyar. cod are contained not merely in the prophets proper (Acts iii. 
24), but even in the Pentateuch (covenant with Abraham, the promise of 
Moses) ; yet the law is not meant, nor even jointly included (Matthias), 
against which ver. 8 testifies. Just as little is there meant: all making 
known of God in the history of salvation (Hofmann), which is too general, 
and is extended by Hofmann even to the New Testament revelations. ? 

Ver. 3. Not an objection to the preceding [See Note XXVI. p. 147.], but a 
guarantee of the inioretd. ra Adyia tr. Oeov just mentioned, as something that 
has not been cancelled and revoked through the partial unbelief of the peo- 
ple. ‘‘ For how? what is the case?* If some refused the faith, will their un- 
belief make void the faithfulness of God ?” will it produce the effect that God 
shall now regard the promises once committed to the Jews as void, and 
Himself as no longer bound to His word therein pledged? The #riornoav 
and the amoria are by the context necessarily referred to the Ady.a 7. Ocod ; 
the unbelief of a part of the Jews in the promises manifested itself, namely, 
by their rejecting the Messiah who had appeared according to the promise. 
So in substance also Matthias, who nevertheless apprehends the notion of 
arto. as unfaithfulness towards what was entrusted to them, which the riévec 
did not use for the purpose of letting themselves be led thereby to Christ. 
But amoreiv and arotia (even in 2 Tim. ii. 18) mean specifically throughout 
_ the N. T. (see in this Epistle iv. 20, xi. 20, 23 ; compare Morison, p. 23) wn- 
belief not unfaithfulness, although Hofmann also ultimately comes to adopt 
this notion. This remark also applies against the supposition of Kéllner, de 
Wette, Mehring, and older writers, that Paul meant the wnfaithfulness (the 
disobedience) of the Jews in the times before Christ. Such a view is opposed to 
the context ; and must not the idea, that the earlier breaches of covenant on 
the part of the Jews might possibly annul the éy:a, have been wholly 
strange to Paul and his Jewish readers, since they knew from experience 
that, even when the Jews had heaped unfaithfulness upon unfaithfulness, 
God always committed to them anew, through His prophets, the promises 
of the Messiah? In the mind of the Apostle the idea of the xépeore rav 


1 Compare the passages from the Septua- 3 7¢ yép ; compare Phil. i. 18. Elz., Ben- 


gint in Schleusner, 7hes. III. p. 464, from 
Philo in Loesner, p. 248; and see especially 
Bleek on Heb. II. 2, p. 114 f. 

2 Regarding the classic use of Aéy.a, proph- 
ecies, see Kriiger on Thue. ii. 8, 2, and gen- 
rally Locella, ad Xen. Eph. p. 152f. The 
word is not a diminutive form (Philippi, 
who finds in it the usual brevity of oracular 
utterances), but the neuter form of Ady.os. 
The diminutive conception, little utterances, 
is expressed not by Adéy.ov, but by Aoyidiov 
Plat. Hryx. p.401E. This applies also in 
opposition to Morison. 


gel, and Lachm. place the sign of interroga- 
tion after mwvés. Van Hengel follows them, 
also Th. Schott and Hofmann. It is impos- 
sible to decide the question. Still even in 
classic authors, the ri yép ; standing alone 
is frequent, “ubi quis cum alacritate qua- 
dam ad novam sententiam transgreditur,” 
Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 6, 2; Jacobs. ad Del. 
epigr. vi. 60; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 73 f. 

* Especially would tives be quite unsuita- 
ble, because it would be absolutely untrue. 
All were disobedient and unfaithful. See 
ver. 9 ff. 
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mpoyeyovétwv duaptnuatoyv was fixed (ver. 25; Acts xvii. 30). Therefore we 
cannot understand (with Philippi) unbelief in the promises shown in the 
period before Christ to be here referred to. But according to the doctrine 
of faith in the promised One who had come, as the condition of the Mes- 
sianic salvation, the doubt might very easily arise: May not the partial 
unbelief of the Jews since the appearance of Christ, to whom the Aédyia re- 
ferred, possibly cancel the divine utterances of promise committed to the 
nation? Notwithstanding the simple and definite conception of amoreiv 
throughout the N. T., Hofmann here multiplies the ideas embraced so as to 
include as well disobedience to the law as unbelief towards the Gospel and 
unbelief towards the prophetic word of promise—a grouping together of 
very different significations, which is the consequence of the erroneous and 
far too wide sense assigned to the Aéyca r. Ocod. — Hv riotwv T. Occ] The gen- 
itive is necessarily determined to be the genitive of the subject, partly by 
} anotia avtoy, partly by ver. 4, and partly by Oeot dcxaioc. in ver. 5. There- 
fore : the fides Dei in keeping the Adyia, keeping His word, in virtue of which 
He does not abandon His promises to His people." Compare 2 Tim. ii. 13, 
and the frequent miord¢ 6 Oedc, 1 Cor. i. 9, x. 138; 2 Cor. 1. 18 al.—Observe 
further that Paul designates the unbelievers only by rivéc, some, which is not 
contemptuous or ironical (Tholuck, Philippi ; compare Bengel), nor intended 
as a milder expression (Grotius), but is rather employed to place in a stronger 
light the negation of the effect under discussion ; and, considering the relative 
import of rivéc, it is not at variance with the truth, for although there were 
many (revéc Kat roAdoi ye, Plat. Phaed. p. 58 D), still they were not all. 
Compare xi. 17, and on 1 Cor. x. 7; Kriiger, § 51, 16, 14. 

Ver. 4. [See Note XXVII. p. 147.] Let it not be (far be it)! but God is 
to be truthful, i.e. His truthfulness is to be the actual result produced 
(namely, in the carrying out of His Messianic plan of salvation), and every 
man a liar. To this it shall come ; the development of the holy divine 
economy to this final state of the relation between God and men, is what 
Paul knows and wishes. — pu yévoiro] The familiar formula of negation by 
which the thing asked is repelled with abhorrence, corresponding to the 
Ayn (Gen. xliv. 17; Josh. xxii, 29; 1 Sam. xx. 2), is used by Paul par- 
ticularly often in our Epistle, elsewhere in Gal. ii. 17, iii. 21, 1 Cor. vi. 15, 
always in a dialectic discussion. In the other writings of the N. T. it oc- 
curs only at Luke xx. 16, but is current in later Greek authors.? — yevéota] 
not equivalent to g¢avepotodw, arodecxvbodw (Theophylact), but the historical 
result which shall come to pass, the actual Theodicée that shall take place. 
This indeed in reality amounts to a davepoioda, but it is expressed by yev- 


1It is the fides, gua Deus promissis stat, be moved by that amoria twwv to become 


notin reality different from the idea of the 
&Andjs in ver. 4. The word riots, however, 
is selected as the correlative of amotia. De- 
‘spite the Jewish amoria it continues the 
case, not that God has been mioros (in that, 
namely, He has spoken among the people, 
Hofmann thinks), but that He is micros, in 
that, namely, He does not allow Himself to 


likewise amoros, which He would be if He 
left His own Ady.a committed to the Jews 
unfulfilled. He will not allow this case of 
the annulling of His riots to occur. Com- 
pare 2 Tim. ii. 13. 

2 Raphel, Arrian. in loc.; Sturz, de dial. 
Al, p. 204. 
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éo9w, according to its objective reality, which demonstrates itself. In that 
which God (and man) does, He becomes actually what according to His 
nature He is. — rac dé avdp. pebor.] By no means unessential (Riickert), or 
merely a concomitant circumstance (Th. Schott), is designed, and that all 
the more forcibly without a preceding yév, to appropriate the adrgdea 
exclusively to God, in contrast to yrior. tivec, ver. 3, outbidding this riwéc by 
mac. Every man is a liar, if he does not perform the service to which he 
has become bound, as is brought to light in the case of the rivé¢ by their 
arioria, since as members of the people of God they had bound themselves 
to faith in the divine promises. That Paul had Ps, cxvi. 11 in view 
(Calvin, Wolf, and many others) is the more doubtful, seeing that he im- 
mediately quotes another passage. —émwc dv dix. x.t.A.] Ps. li. 6 exactly 
after the LXX. Independently of the more immediate connection and 
sense of the original text, Paul seizes on the type of the relation discussed 
by him, which is involved in the words of the Psalm, in the form in which 
they are reproduced by the LXX.’ and that in the sense : that thou mayest 
be justified, t.e. acknowledged as faultless and upright, in thy words, and pre- 
vail (in substance the same as the previous dicawShc) when thou, disputest, 
namely, with men against whom thou defendest and followest out thy right. 
From this second clause results that rac 68 dvd p. weborn¢. The exact appro- 
priateness of this view in the connection is decisive against the explanation 
commonly adopted formerly after the Vulgate and Luther, and again pre- 
ferred by Mehring, which takes xpiveoSa: as passive (when thou art subjected | 
to judgment).* — év roi¢ Adyotc cov] %.¢. in that which thou hast spoken. And 
that is the category to which those Aéyia belong, as to which the Apostle has 
just repelled the idea that God will not keep them on account of the amoria 
of the rvvéc and will thereby prove untrue. The sense ‘‘ in sententia ferenda,” 
when thou passest a sentence (Philippi), cannot be taken out of év r.A6y. cov, 
since God is not represented as judge, but as litigant, over whom the justi- 
fying judicial decision is pronounced. The view of Hofmann is also er- 
roneous : that it denotes the accusations, which God may bring against men. 
For the text represents God indeed as the party gaining the verdict and 
prevailing, but not as the accuser preferring charges ; and the Aédyor, in re- 
spect of which He is declared justified, point back so directly to the Aéyia 
in ver. 2, that this very correlation has occasioned the selection of the par- 
ticular passage from Ps. li. — vay, like vincere, used of prevailing in a 
process ; compare Xen. Mem. iv. 4, 17; Dem. 1436, 18 al. The opposite : 
qtraodar. — On bra¢ (here in order that in the event of decision) see Hartung, 
Partikell, II. p. 286, 289 ; Klotz, ad Devar. p. 685. 


1 The inaccuracies in the translation of 
the LXX. must be candidly acknowledged ; 
still they do not yield any essential differ- 
ence of sense from the idea of the original 
text. These inaccuracies consist in N3iF 
(insons sis) being rendered in the LXX. by 
vuxyons, and yoDwa (cum judicas) being 
translated év ro xpiverdai ce. 


2 On the use of the middle, to dispute with, 
compare LXX. Job ix. 3, xiii. 19, and other 
passages in Schleusner, Thes. ZIT. p. 885 f. 
This use has been properly maintained by 
Beza, Bengel, and others; also Matthias, 
Tholuck, Philippi, van Hengel, Ewald, Hof- 
mann, and Morison. Compare 1 Cor. vi. 1; 
Matt. v. 40. 
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Vv. 5, 6. In vv. 8 and 4 it was declared that the unbelief of a part of 
the Jews would not make void the truthfulness of God, but that, on the 
contrary, the latter should be triumphantly justified. But how easily might 
this be misconstrued by a Jew of the common type as a pretext for his im- 
morality : ‘‘the unrighteousness of man in fact brings out more clearly the 
righteousness of God, and therefore may not be righteously punished by 
God !” To preclude this misconception and false inference, which so ab- 
ruptly run counter to his doctrine of universal human guilt, and to leave no 
pretext remaining (observe beforehand the ré oby ; mpoexdsueta in ver. 9), 
Paul, having in view such thoughts of an antagonist, proposes to himself and 
his readers the question : ‘‘ But if our unrighteousness show forth the right- 
eousness of God, what shall we say (infer)? Is God then unrighteous, who 
inflicteth wrath?” And he disposes of it in the first instance by the categor- 
ical answer (ver. 6) : No, otherwise God could not be judge of the world. The 
assumption, that this question is occasioned really and seriously by what goes 
before, and called forth from the Apostle himself (Hofmann), is rendered 
untenable by the very addition xara avSporov Aéyo. —7 adixia jpov| Quite 
general : our wnrighteousness, abnormal moral condition. To this general 
category belongs also the amoria, ver. 3. Paul has regarded the possible 
Jewish misconception, the notion of which occasions his question, as a gen- 
eral, but for that reason all the more dangerous inference from vv. 3 and 4, 
in which the words ddixia and dixaocbyn are suggested by the passage from 
the Psalms in ver. 4. —#yév] is said certainly in the character of the ddixoc 
in general, and stands in relation to the rac 62 dvb pwroc wevorn¢c in ver. 4. 
But as the whole context is directed against the Jews, and the application 
to these is intended in the general expressions, and indeed expressly made 
in ver. 19, Paul speaks here also in such a way that the Jewish conscious- 
ness, from which, as himself a Jew, he speaks, lies at the bottom of the 
general form of his representation. — The protasis ei. . . . svviornou is a con- 
cessum, which is in itself correct (ver. 4) ; but the inference, which the Jew- 
ish self-justification might draw from it, is rejected with horror. Observe 
in this protasis the emphatic juxtaposition jpyév Ocod ; and in the apodosis 
the accent which lies on &dixoc and tiv dpyfy. —Ocod dixacoc. ovviorna] proves 
God’s righteousness (comp. v. 8 ; 2 Cor. vi. 4, vii. 11 ; Gal. ii. 18 ; Susann. 
61; frequently in Polyb., Philo, etc.) ; makes it apparent beyond doubt, that 
God is without fault, and such as He must be. The contrast to } adtkia Huey 
requires dicavoc. to be taken thus generally, and forbids its being explained 
of a particular attribute (truth: Beza, Piscator, Estius, Koppe, and others ; 
goodness: Chrysostom, Theodoret, Grotius, Rosenmiiller), as well as its be- 
ing taken in the sense of i. 17 (van Hengel). —The ri épovpev (3 Esr. viii. 
82) is used by Paul only in the Epistle to the Romans (iv. 1, vi. 1, vii. 7, vill. 
31, ix. 14, 30).!— pp ddexoc 5 Oede 4b érig. T. dpyfv] [See Note XXVIII. p. 147. ]. 
This question? is so put that (as in ver. 3) a negatwe answer is expected, 
since Paul has floating before his mind an impious objection conceived of 


1 Compare, however, generally on such Aesch. Pers. 1018, Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. Pp. 
questions arousing interest and enlivening 346 f. 
the representation, Blomfield, Gloss. in 2 After 1, épodmer is not again to be un- 
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kara dvdpwrov. Hence: God is not unrighteous then, who dealeth wrath? 
This in opposition to Riickert and Philippi, who make the questioner ex- 
pect an affirmative answer, which can never be the case. In those passages 
in Greek authors, where an affirmative reply notwithstanding follows, it in- 
variably does so contrary to the expectation of the questioner ; see Kihner, 
II. 2, p. 1024. addixoc, prefixed with emphasis, is, on account of its relation 
to 6 émig. t. opyhv, to be understood in the strict judicial signification wn- 
righteous, which is confirmed by vv. 6 and 7.2. The article with the parti- 
ciple indicates the relation as well-known ; and rv dpyhy (Sin.* adds avrow) 
denotes the wrath definitely conceived of as judicial, inflicted at the judg- 
ment.*— kata dvdpwrov Aéyo] To preclude his being misunderstood, as if 
he were asking ¢ dé 7 dduxia quay... . up ddixog «7.2. from his own enlight- 
ened Christian view, Paul remarks parenthetically that he says this accord- 
ing toa human standard‘ after the fashion of ordinary humanity, quite 
apart from his own higher standpoint of divine enlightenment, to which the 
idea expressed in that question would be foreign, and speaking only in ac- 
cordance with mere human reason. Compare 1 Cor. ix. 8; Gal. iii. 15 ; 
Soph. Aj. 761: car’ av9pwrov gpovet. ‘I say this just as an ordinary man, 
not under the influence of the divine Spirit, may well say it.” Respecting 
the expression xaré dv9p., which is capable according to the context of great 
variety of meaning, compare Fritzsche in loc. It is wrongly inferred from 
kata avip. Aéyo that the question pi ddixoc x.7.2. was meant to receive an 
affirmative answer, because as a negative query it would not be xara avd p. 
(see Philippi). But this view overlooks the fact that the whole thought, 
which is implied in the question calculated though it is for a negative reply, 
—the thought of the unrighteousness of God in punishing—can in fact 
only be put into expression xara dvdpwrov ; in the higher Christian insight 
a conception so blasphemous and deserving of abhorrence can find neither 
place nor utterance. The apology however, involved in xara dvdp. Aéyo, is 
applicable only to what goes before, not to what follows, to which Mehring, Th. 
Schott and Hofmann refer it. This is the more obvious, ‘since what imme- 
diately follows is merely a repudiating jp) yévorro, and the érei x.7.4., which 
assigns the ground for this repudiation, is by no means an idea outside the 
range of revelation, the application of which to a rational inference, and one 
too so plainly right, cannot transfer it to the lower sphere of the xara av8p. 
Aéyewv. — Ver. 6. éret] ‘gives the ground of the jp) yévorro ; Jor (if the God 
who inflicts wrath is wrighteous) how will it be possible that He shall judge the 
world? The future is to be left in its purely future sense, since it refers to 
a future act taking place at any rate, as to which the only difficulty would 
be to sce how it was to be accomplished, if, etc. On érel, for otherwise, see Butt- 


derstood, and then dé.kos «.7.A. to be taken 
as a question ensuing ‘hereon (Mangold, p. 
106). A breaking up of the construction 
without due ground. Compare, rather, ix. 
14, a passage which in form also is perfectly 
parallel to this one. 

See Hermann, ad Viger. p. 789, 810; 


Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 159; Baeumlein, 
p. 802 f. 

2 For examples of émépew used to ex- 
press the practical infliction of wrath or 
punishment, see Raphel, Polyd.; Kypke, IL. 
p. 160. 

* Compare Ritschl, de ira Dei, p. 15. 

4 Bernhardy, p. 241. 
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mann, newt. Gr. p. 808 [E. T. 359]. xpevez has the emphasis. — rdv xéopov is 
to be taken, with most expositors, generally as meaning all mankind (com- 
pare ver. 19). To be judge of the world and yet, as émigépuv Tr. dpy., to be 
ddixoc, is a contradiction of terms ; the certainty that God is the former 
would become an impossibility if He were the latter. Compare Gen. xviii. 
25. Koppe, Reiche, Schrader, Olshausen, and Jatho, following older author- 
ities, take it only of the Gentile world (xi. 12 ; 1 Cor. vi. 2, xi. 82): ‘‘In that 
case God could not punish even the Gentile world for its idolatry, since it is 
only in contrast therewith that the true worship of God appears in its full 
value” (Reiche). But, in this explanation, the very essential idea : ‘‘ since 
. appears” has first of all to be imported, an expedient which, in pres- 
ence of the simplicity and clearness of our view, cannot but seem arbitrary. 
Even the following proof, ver. 7 f., does not present a reference directly to 
the judgment of the Gentiles. The argument itself rests on the premiss that 
God can carry out the judgment of the world only as One who is righteous in 
His decreeing of wrath. The opposite would be impossible, not only sub- 
jectively, in God Himself (Th. Schott), but also objectively, as standing in 
contradiction to the notion of a world-judgment. See ver. 7 f. This 
proposition however is so perfectly certain to the consciousness of faith, out of 
which Paul asserts it, that there is no ground either for complaining of the 
weakness of the proof (Riickert), or for reading the thoughts that form the 
proof between the lines (Fritzsche and Mehring, with varying arbitrariness) ; 
the more especially as afterwards, in ver. 7, a still further confirmation of the 
‘émei . . . . kéopov follows. 

Ver. 7 f. The ére? rac 6 xpivei Ode 7. kéou. receives its iWlustrative confirma- 
tion ; for as to the case of God, who would thus be wnrighteous and never- 
theless is to judge the world, every ground for judging man as a sinner 
must be superseded by the circumstance already discussed, viz. that His 
truth has been glorified by man’s falsehood (ver. 4 f.) ; and (ver. 8) as to 
the case of man himself, there would result the principle directly worthy of 
condemnation, that he should do evil in order that good might come. 
Comp. Th. Schott, and in substance also Hofmann and Morison. The ar- 
gument accordingly rests on the basis, that in the case put (é7ei from ver. 6) 
the relation of God to the judgment of the world would yield two absurd 
consequences. (See this, as early as Chrysostom.) Another view is that 
of Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Wolf, and many others, including Riickert, K6ll- 
ner, Tholuck, Philippi, and Umbreit, that the objection of ver. 5 is here am- 
plified. But it is quite as arbitrary and in fact impossible (hence Philippi 
resorts to the violent expedient of putting in a parenthesis not only xara 
avdp. Aéyw, but also py yévorro . . . . Kéopov), with the reference of ydp, to 
overleap entirely ver. 6, as it is strange to make the discourse so completely 
abrupt and to represent the Apostle as making no reply at all to the first 
part of the alleged amplification of the objection (to ver. 7), and as replying 
to the second part (ver. 8) only by an anathema sit! (éy rt. xp. évd. é.). 
Against the view of Reiche, who, following Koppe, Rosenmiiller, and | 
Flatt, thinks that the Gentile is introduced as speaking in ver. 7 (compare 
Olshausen), we may decisively urge the close connection therewith of ver. 
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8, where Paul includes himself also, but does not ‘‘ take speech in hand again” 
(Reiche). See besides on rév kécpuov, ver. 6. — aAgdera and Webouari are terms 
chosen in reference to ver. 4, because the question proposed in ver. 5 was 
in fact suggested by that verse ; but they represent, as ver. 5 proves, the 
ideas of dicacoobvy and adcxia ; hence: the moral truth, i.e. the holy right- 
eousness of God (see on John ili. 21 ; Eph. v. 9; Phil. iv. 8), and the moral 
Salsehood, i.e. the immorality (Rev. xxii. 15), wickedness of man.!— érepio- 
cevoev ic T. 06&. aitov| has abounded richly to His glory, that is, has shown 
- itself in superabundant measure, which redounds to His glory. The stress 
of this protasis lies on év 76 éu pebopuatr.. — The aorist denotes the result of 
the having abounded, which subsists at the day of judgment (realized as 
present by ri . . . . xpivouar) as up to that point accomplished fact. — ér/] 
namely, after that assumed result has occurred. —xayé] emphasizing the 
contradictory relation to the contents of the protasis, according to which 
this éy seems actually to have deserved something of God : even I (Baeum- 
lein, Partik. p. 150) who have notwithstanding glorified God through my 
yevoua. So in substance (‘‘ just J” according to Hermann, ad Viger. p. 837) 
also Tholuck and Morison ; compare Philippi : ‘‘ even J still.” ‘There lies in 
the expression something of boldness and defiance ; but it is not equivalent 
to xai aitéc, Or aitéc éyé, to the meaning of which Th. Schott and Hofmann 
ultimately bring it (‘‘even personally still”). Wemay add that this first 
person, individualizing just like the preceding one (év r. tug w.), of course 
represents the sinner in general (with an intended application to the Jews, 
see on ver. 5 f.), and not the Apostle himself, as Schrader and Fritzsche 
think. Against this latter theory it is decisive that xpivoua after ver. 6 
must indicate, not the judgment of enemies, but necessarily the divine act 
of judging. —¢ dyapr.] as a sinner, not ‘‘as a Gentile” (Reiche, Mehring, 
and others.) — Ver. 8. xai 7] Before u4 we must again supply ri: and why 
should we not, etc. Respecting ri yh, guidni, see Hartung, Partikell. IL. 
p. 162. Accordingly, as «ai continues the question, only a comma is to be 
placed after xpivowar.— As regards the construction, Paul has dropped the 
plan of the sentence begun with xai uf (and why should we not do evil, etc.), 
being led away from it by the inserted remark, and has joined 6ri rohowpev 
in direct address (let us do) to the Aéyecv, so that br: is recitative. But on 
account of this very blending there is no necessity either to make a paren- 
thesis or to supply anything.» Many erroneous attempts have been made 
by commentators (see the various explanations in Morison) to bring out an 
unbroken construction, as e.g. the supplying of épotyev or some such word 
after 4 (Erasmus, Calvin, Wolf, Koppe, Benecke, and others, also van 
Hengel). Even the expedient of Matthias is untenable? The same may 


1 Those who take ver. 7 f. as spoken in 
the person of the Gentile (see especially 
Reiche) explain the aA7Seva Gcod of the true 
religion (how entirely opposed to ver. 4), 
Wevouarte of idolatry, and auaprwdAds as Gen- 
tile. 

?For similar attractions (compare es- 
pecially Xen. Anab. vi. 4,18)in which the 


discourse is interrupted by an intervening 
clause,and then continued in aregimen de- 
pendent on the latter and no longer suit- 
able to the beginning, see Hermann ad 
Viger. p.'745, 894 ; Bernhardy, p. 464; Dissen, 
ad Dem. de cor. p. 346, 418; Kriiger, gramm. 
Unters. p. 457 ff. 

* He brings forward the modal definition : 
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be said of that of Hofmann, who supplies an éoriv after xa? wf, and renders: 
“¢ Why does it not happen to me according to that, as (xadé¢) we are slandered,” 
etc. But if it is quite gratuitous to supply éori, it is still more so to make 
this éori equivalent to yiverai yo. Besides the negation, which, according 
to our construction, harmonizes with the deliberative sense, would neces- 
sarily be not y~# but od, since it would negative the reality of the elvac under- 
stood (1 Cor. vi. 7 ; Luke xix. 23, xx. 5 al.). The correct view is held also 
by Winer and Buttmann (p. 235, 211), Philippi and Morison. — kava 
Bracdnu.| as we (Christians) are calumniated, namely, as if we did evil in 
order that, etc. Then the following kai xadoc . . . . Aéyeev contains the 
accusation, current possibly in Rome also, that the Christians were in the 
habit of repeating this maxim even as a doctrinal proposition. As to the 
distinction between ¢yui (to assert) and Aéyw, compare on 1 Cor. x. 15. 
What may have occasioned such slanders against the Christians? Certainly 
their non-observance of the Mosaic law, to which they ventured to deem 
themselves not bound, in order to gain eternal life by the grace of God 
through faith in the redemptive work of Christ, which was an offence to 
the Jews. The plural is not to be referred to Paul alone, which would 
be arbitrary on account of the preceding singular; the Christians are 
conceived as Pauline (comp. Acts xxi. 21) ; and on the part of Jews and 
Judaizers (rivéc, certain people, as in 1 Cor. xv. 12) are slanderously and 
falsely (for see v. 20, vi. 1, 15 ff.) accused of doing evil that good might come 
(might ensue as result). Under this general category, namely, the calumni- 
ators reduced the bearing of the Christians, so far as the latter, without 
regulating their conduct by the Mosaic law, were nevertheless assured, and 
professed, that they should through faith in Christ obtain the divine bless- 
ings of salvation. That general accusation was an injurious abstract infer- 
ence thence deduced. — dv] 7.e. of those, who follow this principle de- 
structive of the whole moral order of God. They form the nearest logical 
subject. With just indignation the Apostle himself, having a deep sense 
of morality, makes us feel in conclusion by dv 76 kpiua x.t.A. how deserving 
of punishment is the consequence, which, if God be regarded as an unright- 
eous judge of the world, must ensue for moral conduct from the premiss that 
God is glorified by the sin of men. The reference of dv to the slanderers 
(Theodoret, Grotius, Tholuck, Mehring, Hofmann) is unsuitable, because it 
separates the weighty closing sentence from the argumentation itself, and 
makes it merely an accessory thought. —rd xpiva] The definite judicial 


®$ auaptwArds as the main element; then the 
modality of the xcpivoyze. opposed to this is 
kai pn Kadws BAaodynm. x.7T.A.: ‘* Why then am 
even I still judged like a sinner, and not 
rather according to that, which we are 
slanderously reported of, and which some 
affirm that we say: namely, according to 


this, Let us do evil, that good may come?” - 


Instead of saying : cai wh ws moujoas TA yada, 
Paul, in the indignation of excited feeling, 
gives to the thought which he had begun 
the different turn which it presents in the 


text. With this artificial interpretation, 
we must remember that Paul would have 
written xai ov instead of «ai wy, since it is an 
objective relation that is here in question 
(compare Col. ii. 8 a.); that instead of 
xadeas we should have expected the repeti- 
tion of the #s ; and that the notion of «pivew, 
as it prevails in the connection (compare 
also the following 7d xpiza), does not suit 
the assumed thought, ds meujoas Ta ayatd. 
Comp. also Morison, p. 79, 
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sentence, decree of punishment at the last judgment. — évdicov] accordant 
with justice, rightful. Compare Heb. ii. 2. Frequently used in classic 
writers. 

Ver. 9. When Paul, in vv. 6-8, has defended the righteousness of God as 
decreeing wrath (ver. 5) in the face of the proposition, correct in itself, 
that human sin turns out to God’s glory, he has thereby also deprived the 
sinner of all the defence, which he might derive from the misapplication of 
that proposition. This position of the case, as it results from vv. 6-8 (oiv), 
he now expresses, and that in the lively form of an interrogation, here accom- 
panied by a certain triumph : What then? Are we in the position to apply a 
defence for ourselves? We cannot therefore with most expositors (including 
Tholuck, Philippi, Bisping) assume that Paul here reverts to ver. 1. — That 
the punctuation should not be ri obv rpoexdueda ; as it is given by Oecu- 
menius, 1, Koppe, Th. Schott) is plain from the answer, which is not oidév 
mavtwc, but ov ravrwc. And that in adopting the general inclusive form 
Paul speaks from the standpoint of the Jewish consciousness, and not in 
the person of the Christians (Hofmann), is apparent from the context both 
before (see vv. 3, 5, 7) and after (Iovdaiove re kat "EAA., and see ver. 19). — 
ti oby| sc, éoré (Acts xxi. 22; 1 Cor. xiv. 15, 26), what takes place then? how 
+s then the state of the case? Compare vi. 15, xi. 7; frequent in classical 
writers ; comp. on vv. 3, 5. — xpoeydueda| Do we put forward (anything) in 
yur defence? Is it the case with us, that something serves us as a defence, 
that can secure us against the punitive righteousness of God? poéyew, 
which in the active form means to hold before, to have in advance, to bring 
Jorward, and intransitively to be prominent, also to excel (see Wetstein, also 
Reiche, Comment. crit. I. p. 24), has in the middle simply the signification 
to hold before oneself, to have before oneself, either in the proper sense, e.g. of 
holding forth spears for defence (Hom. J7. xvii. 355), or of having oxen in 
front (Od. iii. 8), or of holding in front the ram’s head (Herod. ii. 42), etc., 
or in the ethical sense : to put forward, rpdcxnua roveioSa, to apply something 
Jor one’s own defence, as in Soph. Ant. 80: ob pév rae’ Gv rpoiyo’, Thue. i. 
140, 5 and Kriiger in loc., and also Valckenaer, ad. fr. Callim. p. 227.' 
This sense of the word is therefore rightly urged by Hemsterhuis, Venema, 
Koppe, Benecke, Fritzsche (‘‘ wtimurne praetextu ?”), Krehl, Ewald, Mor- 
ison ; compare also Th. Schott. This explanation is the only one war- 
ranted by linguistic usage,’ as well as suited to the connection (see above). 


1 More frequent in Greek writers is the 
form rpotcxeo da, in this sense, as ¢.g. Thuc. 
i. 26,2. Compare also mpégacw mpoicxer dar, 
Herod. vi. 117, viii. 3; Herodian, iv. 14, 3; 
Dem. in Schol. Hermog. p. 106, 16: mpoite- 
xeodar vowov. ‘ 

2 Also adopted by Valck. Schol. in Luc. p. 
258. Stillhe would read mpocxoueda and take 
si ovv mpoex. together. But the absolute 
position of mpoex., which has been made an 
objection to our explanation (Riickert, 
Tholuck, de Wette, Philippi, Hofmann), 
does uot affect it, since all verbs, if the ob- 


ject be self-evidently implied in the idea it- 
self, may be used so that we can mentally 
supply ari (Winer, p. 552 [E. T. 593f.]). And 
the subjunctive, which van Hengel also re- 
gards as necessary with our view, is not re- 
quired ; the indicative makes the question 
more definite and precise (Winer, p. 267 
{E. T. 284]). Ewald likewise reads ti ody 
mpoexouneta (subjunctive); but expunges 
yap afterwards, and takes ov interroga- 
tively, ‘‘ What shall we now put forward in 
defence ? did we not already, at the outset, 
prove altogether that Jews,” etc. But the 
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The most usual rendering (adopted by Tholuck, K6éllner, de Wette, Riickert, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Philippi, Baur, Umbreit, Jatho and Mangold) is that 
of the Peshito and Vulgate (praecellimus eos?), and of Theophylact : 
Eyouév te wWAgov . . . « Kai evdoxipmorvper ot Iovdaior, a¢ tév vépov Kai tiv TEpiTouAY 
defduevor. Compare Theodoret: ti obv xatéxouev repioodyv; Philippi: ‘‘ Have 
we any advantage for ourselves?’ and now also Hofmann (who held 
the right view formerly in his Schriftbew. I. p. 501) : ‘‘Do we raise our- 
selves above those, upon whom God decrees His judgment of wrath ?” 
But the mere usus loquendi, affording not a single instance of the middle 
employed with the signification antecellere, raising oneself above, surpassing, 
or the like, decisively condemns this usual explanation in its different mod- 
ifications.' And would not the answer ov rdvtwc, in whatever sense we take 
it, so long as agreeably to the context we continue to understand as the 
subject the Jewish, not the Christian we (as Hofmann takes it), be at variance 
with the answer odd xara ravta tpérov given in ver. 2? The shifts of ex- 
positors to escape this inconsistency (the usual one being that Paul here 
means subjective advantages in respect of justification, while in ver. 2 he 
treats of objective theocratic advantages) are forced expedients, which, not 
at all indicated by any clause of more precise definition on the part of Paul 
himself, only cast suspicion on the explanation. Wetstein, Michaelis, 
Cramer, Storr, and recently Matthias, take zpocy. as the passive : are swr- 
passed: [See Note XXIX. p. 148.] ‘‘ Stand we (at all) at a disadvantage ? 
Are we still surpassed by the Gentiles ?”? But how could this question be 
logically inferred from the foregoing without the addition of other thoughts ? 
And in what follows it is not the sinful equality of the Gentiles with the 
Jews, but that of the Jews with the Gentiles which is made conspicuous. 
See also ver. 19. Mehring, in thorough opposition to the context, since 
not a single hint of a transition to the Gentiles is given, makes the question 
(comp. Oecumenius, 2), and that in the sense ‘‘ Are we at a disadvantage ?” 
be put into the mouth even of a Gentile. — ob ravtwc| Vulgate : nequaquam ; 
Theophylact : oidaué¢. This common rendering (compare the French point 
de tout) is, in accordance with the right explanation of zpoeyéueta, the only 
proper one. The expression, instead of which certainly révtw¢ ov might 
have been used (1 Cor. xvi. 12), is quite analogous to the ot révv, where it 
means in no wise,* so that the negative is not transposed, and yet it does 


omission of yép is only supported by D*. 
Van Hengel despairs of a proper explana- 
tion, and regards the text as corrupt. 

1 Reiche (and similarly Olshausen) retains 
the same exposition in his exegetical Com- 
mentary ; but takes mpoex. as passive, are 
preferred, referring in support of his view 
to Plut. de Stoic. contrad. 13 (Mor. p. 1038 C), 
where, however, in tots ayadois mact TavTa 
mpogyKe Kat’ ovdéy mpoexouevors UTd TOD Ads, 
the meaning of'this mpoexoneévors is becoming 
surpassed. In his Commentar. crit. I. p. 


26 ff., he has passed over to the linguis- — 


tically correct rendering praetexere, but un- 


derstands nevertheless the first person of 
Paul himself, and that in the sense: ‘‘ num 
Judaeis peccandi praetextum porrigo ?” But 
the middle means invariably to hold some- 
thing (for protection) before oneself; as 
mpopacigouat also, by which Hesychius prop- 
erly explains the word, always refers to 
the subject, which excuses itself by a pre- 
text. 

2 Compare Xen. Andab. iii. 2,19; Plut. Mor. 
p. 1038 C, 

3 Asin Xen. Mem. iii. 1. 11; Anabd. i. 8.143 
Herodian, vi. 5,11; Dem. OJ. iii. 21; Plat. 
Lach. p. 189 C; Lucian, Tim, 24 (see Har 
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not cancel the idea of the adverb, but on the contrary is strengthened by 
the adverb. By this means the emphatic affirmation, which would have 
been given by the rdvrwe alone, is changed into the es Compare 
Winer, p. 515 f. [E. T. 554 f.]. The comparison with 93-89 (Buttmann, 
neut. Gr. p. 334) [E. T. 389] is utterly foreign, since the expression is a pure 
Greek one.? The explanation, on which van Hengel also insists : not alto- 
gether, not in every respect (Grotius, Wetstein, Morus, Flatt, Kéllner, Mat- 
thias, Umbreit, Mehring, and Mangold), as in 1 Cor. v. 10, fails to tally with 
the true explanation of rpoexéueta and the unrestricted character of the fol- 
lowing proof. — mpoytiacéyveda] namely, not just from ver. 5 onward (Hof- 
mann), but, in accordance with the following ’Iovdaiovg Te k. "EAAnvac, in ii. 1 
ff, as to the Jews, and ini. 18 ff. as to the Gentiles.* It is therefore as ini. 5 and 
frequently elsewhere, the plural ¢f the author, not : we Christians (Hofmann). 
As to the construction, révrac may either be joined as an adjective to ’Iovd. 
r. «. "BAA., or as a substantive to the infinitive, in either case expressing 
the idea of all collectively, nemine excepto. The latter mode of connection is 
preferable, because it gives a more marked prominence to the idea of total- 
ity, which harmonizes with the following vv. 10-12. Hence : we have before 
brought the charge against Jews and Gentiles, that all, ete. Comp. Hofmann 
and Morison. There is elsewhere no instance of the compound zpoavr. ; 
the Greeks use rpoxaryyopeiv. —t¢’ duapt. elvac] They are—while still unre- 
generate, a more precise definition that is self-evident—all wnder sin, an ex- 
pression denoting not merely a state of sin in general, but moral dependence 
on the power of sin. Compare vii. 25 ; Gal. iii. 22. But if this be the case 
with Jews and Gentiles (not merely on the entile side), then the Jew, after 
the way of escape indicated in ver. 5 has been cut off by vv. 6-8, has no 
defence left to him as respects his liability to punishment any more than 
the Gentile. Accordingly the idea of Liability to punishment is not yet ex- 
pressed in i¢’ duapr. elvar, but is meant only to be inferred from it. 

Vv. 10-18. Conformity with Scripture of the charge referred to, ’Iovdatove 
re kai “HAAnv. ravr. td’ du. elvac, so far (ver. 19) as this charge cuts off from 
the Jews every mpoéyeo9a: of ver. 9. — The recitative 6r: introduces citations 
from Scripture very various in character, which after the national habit 
(Surenhusius, xara2A. thes. 7) are arranged in immediate succession. They 
are taken from the LXX., though for the most part with variations, partly 


tung, Partikell, II. p. 87). Those passages 
where ov ravv negatives with a cértain sub- 
tlety or ironical turn (not quite, not just), are 
not cases here in point ; see Schoemann, ad 
Is. p. 276. 

1 Bengel: ‘‘Judaeus diceret mavrws, at 
Paulus contradicit.” 

2 Compare Theognis, 305, Bekker : oi caxoi 
ov mavtws (by NO means) Kakot é« yaoTpos 
yeyovaow. Ep. ad Diogn. 9: ov mavtws 
ipydduevos. (by NO means rejoicing) Tots 
Guaptipacw uav, aAd' avexouevos, Per- 
fectly similar is also the Homeric ov raurav, 
decidedly not ; see Nigelsbach,on the Jiiad, 


p. 146, ed. 8; Duncan, Lex. Hom. ed. Rost, 
p. 888. Compare ovédév mévtws, Herod. v. 
34, 65. 

3 Paul however does not say Gentiles and 
Jews, but the converse, because here again, 
as in previous cases where both are group- 
ed together (in the last instance ii. 9 f.), he 
has before his mind the divine historical 
order, which in the very point of sinfulness 
tells against the Jew the more seriously. 

4¥For statements of Greek writers re 
garding the universality, without any ex- 
ception, of sin, see Spiess, Logos spermat, p. 
220 f. 
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ue to quotation from memory, and partly intentional, for the purpose of 
defining the sense more precisely. The arrangement is such that testimony 
is adduced for-—1st, the state of sin generally (vv. 10-12) ; 2nd, the practice 
of sin in word (vv. 13, 14) and deed (vv. 15-17) ; and 3rd, the sinful sowrce 
of the whole (ver. 18). More artificial schemes of arrangement are not to 
be sought (as e.g. in Hofmann), not even by a play on numbers.!— oix« gorz 
Sixatog ovdé cig] There exists not a righteous person (who is such as he ought 
to be), not even one. Taken from Ps. xiv. 1, where the Sept. has rodv 
xpnotéryra instead of dixaog ; Paul has put the latter on purpose at once, in 
accordance with the aim of his whole argument, prominently to characterize 
the i¢’ duapr. elvac as a want of dixaootvy. Michaelis regards the words as 
the Apostle’s own, ‘under which he comprehends all that follows.” So also 
Eckermann, Koppe, Kéllner, and Fritzsche. But itis quite at variance 
with the habit of the Apostle, after using the formula of quotation, to pre- 
fix to the words of Scripture a summary of their contents ; and this suppo- 
sition is here the more improbable, seeing that the Apostle continues in 
ver. 11 in the words of the same Psalm, with the first verse of which our 
passage substantially agrees.?— Ver. 11 is from Ps. xiv. 2, and so quoted, 
that the negative sense which results indirectly from the text in the Hebrew 
and LXX. is expressed by Paul directly : there evists not the understanding 
one (the practically wise, 7.c. the pious one; see Gesenius, Zhes. s. v, DIM): 
there exists not the seeker after God (whose thoughts and endeavors are direct- 
ed towards God, Heb. xi. 6, and see Gesenius, s. v. W171). The article de- 
notes the genus as a definite concrete representing it. Compare Buttmann’s 
neut. Gr.-p. 253 f. [E. T. 295] * — éxf7r.] stronger than the simple form ; com- 
pare 1 Pet. i. 10 ; very frequent in the LXX. — Ver. 12. From Ps. xiv. 3 closely 
after the LXX. ééxAcvav, namely from the right way, denotes the demor- 
alization (see Gesenius, s. v. 130), as does also 7ypeddnoar, INI : they 
have become useless, corrupt, good for nothing, dypeioe (Matt. xxv. 30); 
Polyb. i. 14, 6,1. 48, 9.. The following tov ypyoréryta is correlative. 
This dua (altogether) nypeds. has still ravtec for its subject. — éwe évdce] The 
ov« éorvv holds as far as to one (inclusively), so that therefore not one is ex- 
cepted. Compare Jud. iv. 16. Hebraism, see Ewald, Lehrb. § 217, 3. 
The Latin ad wnwm omnes is similar. — Ver. 13 as far as édoA. is from Ps. v. 
10, and thence till airév from Ps. cxl. 4, both closely after the LXX.* — 
tddoc avewypu. 6 Adp. avt.] Estius : ‘‘Sicut sepulcrum patens exhalat tetrum 


1 According to Hofmann the first and 
second parts consist each of seven proposi- 
tions. Thus even the conclusion of ver. 12, 
ovK Eotiv Ews évds, is to bereckoned as a 
separate proposition ! How all the parallel- 
ism of Hebrew poetry is mutilated by such 
artifices ! 

? Regarding ov8é ets see on 1 Cor. vi. 5, and 
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Symp. p. 214 D. 

$ On the idea, which is also classical, of sin 
as folly, see Nigelsbach, Hom. Theol. V1. 2. 
The form gvviwy,so accentuated by Lach- 


mann; compare Buttmann, I. p. 543), or 
cvviav (though the former is the more 
probable ; compare Winer, p. 77 f. [E. T. 81], 
also Ellendt, Lex. Soph. Il. p. 768), is the 
usual one in the Sept. (instead of cvmeis, 
Ps. xxxiii. 15). Ps. xli. 1; Jer. xxx. 12; 
2 Chron. xxxiv. 12 e¢ al. 

4The MSS. of the LXX. which read the 
whole passage vv. 13-18 at Ps. xiv. 3, have 
been interpolated from our passage in 
Christian times. See Wolf, Cur. on ver. 10. 
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ac pestiferum foetorem, ita ex ore illorum impuri, pestilentes noxiique 
sermones exeunt.” Comp. Pelagius, Bengel, Tholuck, Mehring, and Hof- 
mann. But it is more in harmony with the further description, as well as 
the parallel in Jer. v. 16 (where the quiver of the Chaldeans is compared 
with an open grave), to find the comparison in the point that, when the 
godless have opened their throats for lying and corrupting discourse, it is 
just as if a grave stood opened (observe the perfect) to which the corpse 
ought to be consigned for. decay and destruction.* So certainly and una- 
voidably corrupting is their discourse. Moreover Adpvyé, which is here to 
be taken in its original sense (as organ of speech, not equivalent to ¢dpvyé, 
the gullet) is more forcibly graphic than oréua, representing the speech as 
passionate crying. Compare Aapvyyilev, Dem. 3828, 1, and Aapvyyopudc, of 
crying lustily. — édoAswicayv] they were deceiving. The imperfect denotes 
what had taken place as continuing up till the present time ; and on this 
form of the third person plural, of very frequent occurrence in the LXX., 
see Sturz, Dial. Al. p. 60; Ahrens, Dial. II. p. 304, I. p. 237. — ide aoridwr| 
The poison of asps, a figure for the insidiously corrupting.*—Ver. 14 is from 
Ps. x. 7, taken freely from the LXX., who however with their mxpiac devi- 
ate from the Hebrew MNP, because they either read it otherwise or trans- 
lated it erroneously. — rixpia, figurative designation of the hateful nature. 
Comp. Eph. iv. 31; Acts viii. 23; James iii. 14 ; see Wetstein.—Vv. 15- 
17 are from Is. lix. 7, 8, quoted freely and with abbreviations from the 
LXX. — éy raic ddoic abtav] Where they go, is desolation (fragments TW) and 
misery, which they produce. — dddv eip. ob« éyv.] t.e. a way on which one 
walks peacefully (the opposite of the ddoi, on which is obyrpiyya x. tadacr.), 
they have not known (2 Cor. v. 21), it has remained strange to them.—Ver. 
18 is from Ps. xxxvi.1. The fear of God, which would have preserved 
them from such conduct and have led them to an entirely different course, 
is not before their eyes. ‘There is objectivity ascribed to a condition 
which is, psychologically, subjective.” Morison, _ 

Ver. 19. The preceding quotations (‘‘in quibus magna est verborum 
atrocitas,” Melanchthon) were intended to prove that Jews and Gentiles are 
collectively under the dominion of sin (ver. 9); but how easily might it be 
imagined on the part of the conceited Jews* that the above passages of 
Scripture (of which those in vv. 10, 11 and 12, taken from Ps. xiv., really 
refer originally to the Gentiles, to Babylon), however they might affect the 
Gentiles, could have no application to themselves, the Jews, who had no 
need therefore to take them to themselves, as if they also were included in 
the same condemnation. Such a distinction, however, which could only 
promote a self-exaltation and self-justification at variance with the divine 
purpose in those declarations of His word, they were to forego, seeing that 
everything that the Scripture says has its bearing for the Jews. The 


1 The metaphorical representation in 2 See similar passages in Alberti, Odss. p. 
classical passages, in which, eg., the 301. 
Cyclops is termed g@v tripBos (Anth. Pal. xiv. 3 See especially Eisenmenger’s entdecktes 
109, 3), or the vultures éupuxor tahoe (Gor- Judenthum, I. p. 568 ff. 
gias, ap. Longin. 3), is not similar. 
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Apostle therefore now continues, and that with very emphatic bringing out 
of the ca in the first half of the verse and of the rav and rag in the second : 
we know however (as in ii. 2) that whatsoever the law saith, it speaketh to those 
that are in the law, consequently that the Jews may not except themselves 
from the reference of any saying in Scripture. — dca] whatsoever, therefore 
also what is expressed in such condemnatory passages as the above, with- 
out exception. — 6 véuoc] in accordance with its reference to vv. 10-18, is 
necessarily to be taken here as designation of the 0. 7. generally (comp. 1 
Cor. xiv. 21; John x. 84, xii. 84, xv. 25 ; 2 Macc. ii. 18); not, with Hun- 
nius, Calovius, Balduin, and Sebastian Schmid, of the law in the dogmatic 
sense (comp. Matthias); or of the Mosaic law, as Ammon and Gléckler, Th. 
Schott and Hofmann take it, confusing in various ways the connection.’ 
So also van Hengel, who quite gratuitously wishes to assume an enthymeme 
with a minor premiss to be understood (but the law condemns all those sin- 
ners). The designation of the O. T. by 6 véuoc, which forms the first, and 
for Israel most important, portion of it, was here occasioned by roi év ro 
vou, i.e. those who are én the law as their sphere of life. —Aéyer. . . « Aarei] 
All that the law says (materially, or respecting its contents, all Adyo: of the 
law), it speaks (speaks out, of the outward act which makes the Adyo. be 
heard, makes known through speech) to those who, etc. Comp. on John 
viii. 48 ; Mark i. 34; 1 Cor. ix. 8, xii. 3. The dative denotes those to 
whom the Aadeiv applies (Kriiger, § 48, 7, 13). Those who have their state . 
of life within the sphere of the law are to regard whatsoever the law says as 
addressed to themselves, whether it was meant primarily for Jews or Gentiles. 
How this solemnly emphatic guaecunque heaps upon the Jews the Divine 
sentence of ‘ guilty,” and cuts off from them every refuge, as if this or 
that declaration did not apply to or concern them ! — iva rav oréua k.7.A. | 
in order that every mouth (therefore also the Jew) may be stopped (Heb. xi. 33; 
Ps. cvii. 42; Job v. 16; and see Wetstein), etc. This, viz. that no one 
shall be able to bring forward anything for his justification, is represented 
in iva—which is not ita ut—as intended by the speaking law, i.e. by God 
speaking in the law. Reiche unjustly characterizes this thought as absurd 
in every view and from every standpoint ; the iva ray k.r.A. does not an- 
nounce itself as the sole and exclusive end, but on the contrary, without 


1 According to Hofmann (compare his 
Schriftbeweis, I. p. 623 f.; so too, in sub- 
stance, Th. Schott) the train of thought is: 
after ver. 9 ff. the only further question 
that could be put is, whether anything is 
given to Christians that exempts them from 
the general guilt and punishment. The 
law possibly? No, “they know that this 
law has absolutely (60a) no other tenor than 
that which it presents to those who belong to 
its domain, for this purpose, that the whole 
world, in the same extent in which itis under 
sin, must in its own time (this idea being con- 
veyed by the aorists ¢payy and yevyrat), 
when it comes to stand before God its Judge, be 


dumb before Him and recognize the justice of 
His condemning sentence.” This interpreta- 
tion, obscuring with a far-fetched in- 
genuity the plain sense of the words, and 
wringing out of it a tenor of thought to 
which it is a stranger, is a further result of 
Hofmann’s having misunderstood the zpoe- 
xoueda in ver. 9, and having referred it, as 
also the subsequent mpontiacdpeda, to the 
Christians as subject, an error which neces- 
sarily deranged and dislocated for him the 
entire course of argument in vv. 9-20. At 
the same time it would not be even Aistor- 
ically true that the law has absolutely no — 
other tenor, etc. 
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negativing other and higher ends, merely expresses one single and special 
teleological point, which is however the very point which the connection 
here required to be cited. The time to be mentally supplied for dpay7 and 
yévnra is the future generally reckoned from the present of Addi, not that 
of the final judgment, which does not harmonize with the thought in ver. 9 
to which the series of Scripture testimonies in vv. 10-18 is appended. — 
brédtxoc| punishable, xatdxpitoc, arappynoiactroc, Theophylact; frequently used 
by classic writers, but elsewhere neither in the N. T. nor in the LXX. or 
Apocrypha. — 76 6e@] belongs, not to ¢pay_ (Matthias), but, after the man- 
ner of the more closely defining parallelism, merely to imédix. yévyras : to 
God, as the Being to whom the penalty is to be paid.’ — yévyra:] The result 
which is to manifest itself, as in ver. 4. — rae 6 kécpoc] quite generally (ver. 
9); comp. Eph. ii. 3. And if Paul has described? this generality (comp. 
also ver. 23) thus ‘‘insigni figura et verborum emphasi” (Melancthon), the 
result extending to all humanity is not contradicted by the virtue of indi- 
viduals, such as the patriarchs ; for from the ideal, but at the same time 
legally true (comp. Gal. iii. 10), standpoint of the Apostle this virtuousness © 
is still no dixacootvy (but only a minor degree of the want of it), and does 
not therefore form an exception from the category of the imdd:Kxov eivar 7 
eG. See ver. 20. Though different as respects degree, yet all are affected 
and condemned by the declarations quoted ; every one has a share in this 
corruption. * 

Ver. 20. [See Note XXX. p. 148.] Avér:] propterea quod, i. 19, not prop- 
terea (Beza, Rosenmiiller, Morus, Tholuck), is to be divided from the pre- 
ceding only by a comma, and supplies the objective reason of that iva x.t.A. 
of the law : because the relation of righteousness will acerue to no flesh from 
works of the law. For if dicavoobvy should come from works of the law, the 
law would in fact open up the way of righteousness, and therefore that iva 
nav «.T.2. would not be correct.* As to aca cdpé, equivalent to rac dv pwroe, 
but conveying the idea of moral imperfection and sinfulness in presence of 
God, see on Acts ii. 17; 1 Cor. i. 20 ; and compare generally on Gal. ii. 16. 
That with regard to the Gentiles Paul is thinking of the natural law (ii. 14) 


1The opposite is dvairtoc adavatooy, 
Hesiod, é€py. 825, and Seois avaymAdknros, 
Aesch. Agam. 352, Comp. Plat. Legg. viii. 
p. 816 B: bmrodédixos éorw TH BAaddévti, p. 868 
D, 11, p. 982; Dem. 518, 8 a. 

2 From the poetic tenor of the passage 
wa wav «.7.A. Ewald conjectures that it re- 
produces a passage from the O. T. that is 
now /ost. But how readily may it be con- 
ceived that Paul, who was himself of a 
deeply poetic nature, should, in the vein of 
higher feeling into which he had been 
brought by the accumulated words of 
psalm and prophecy, spontaneously ex- 
press himself as he has done! That imdéé&- 
kos does not again occur in his writings, 
matters not; éviixos also in ver. 8 is not 
again used. 


3 Compare Ernesti, Urspr. d. Stinde, II. 
p. 152 f. . 

4 According to Hofmann, in pursuance 
of his erroneous interpretation of ver. 19, 
dvdr x.7.A. is meant to contain the speci- 
fication of the reason “‘ why the word of the 
law was published to the Jews for no other ob- 
ject, than that the whole world might be pre- 
cluded from all objection against the condemn- 
ing sentence of God.’? Compare also Th. 
Schott. But Paul has not at all expressed 
in ver. 19 the thought ‘‘ for no other object ;”’ 
he must in that case, instead of the simple 
tva which by no means excludes other ob- 
jects, have written pévor iva, or possibly eis 
ovdéy ei wh iva, or in some Other way con- 
veyed the non-expressed thought. 
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cannot be admitted, seeing that in the whole connection he has to do with 
the law of Moses. But neither may the thought be imported into the pas- 
sage with reference to the Gentiles : ‘‘if they should be placed under the 
law and should have épya véuov” (Riickert, comp, Philippi and Mehring), 
since, according to the context, it is only with reference to the Jews (ver. 19) 
that the question is dealt with as to no flesh being righteous—a general re- 
lation which, as regards the Gentiles, is perfectly self-evident, seeing that 
the latter are dvouor, and have no épya véuov in the proper sense whatever.— 
Respecting épya véuov,’ works in harmony with the law of Moses, the épya 
being the prominent conception, works which are fulfilments of its precepts, 
comp. on ii. 15. Moreover that it is not specially the observance of the 
ritual portions of the law (Pelagius, Cornelius 4 Lapide, Semler, Ammon), 
but that of the Mosaic law in general which is meant, is clear partly from 
the expression itself, which is put without limitation, partly from the con- 
textual relation of the clause to what goes before, and partly from the fol- 
lowing 1a yap véuov x.t.2., from which the ethical law is so far from being 
excluded,? that it is on the contrary precisely this aspect of the véuo¢ which 
is specially meant. — ob dixaw94o.] See oni. 1%. The future is to be un- 
derstood either of the moral possibility, or, which is preferable on account 
of iii. 20, purely in the sense of time, and that of the future generally: ‘In 
every case in which justification (é.e. the being declared righteous by God) 
shall occur, it will not result from,” etc., so that such works should be the 
causa meritoria. The reference to the future judgment (Reiche) is contro- 
verted by the fact that throughout the entire connection justification is re- 
garded as a relation arising immediately from faith, and not as something 
to be decided only at the judgment. See ver. 21 ff. and chap. iv. For 
this reason there is immediately afterwards introduced as the counterpart of 
the d:xacootvn, which comes directly from faith, the ériyywore dyapriac, which 
comes directly from the law. It is certain, moreover, that in od dixawt. 
«..2. Paul had Ps. exliii. 2 in view, but instead of rac av he put raca 
odpé as more significant for the matter in hand. — Jn what sense now shall 
no one from works of the law become righteous before God, i.e. such that God 
looks upon him as righteous ?* Not in the sense that perfect compliance 
with the law would be insufficient to secure justification, against which the . 
fundamental law of the judge : oi roiyrat véuov dixawdhoovtat (ii. 13), would 
be decisive ; but in the sense that no man, even with an outwardly faultless 
observance of the law (comp. on Phil. iii. 6), is in a position to offer to it 
that full and right obedience, which alone would be the condition of a jus- 


1 For épywy véuov cannot be taken as law 
of works, as Mircker uniformly wishes. 
Comp. on ii. 15. 

2 Paul always conceives the law as an un- 
divided whole (comp. Usteri, p. 36), while 
he yet has in his mind sometimes more the 
ritual, sometimes more the moral, aspect 
of this one divine véues, according to his 
object and the connection (Ritschl, alt- 
kathol. K. p. 73). Comp. on Gal. ii. 16. 


$In opposition to Hofmann, who in his 
Schriftd. I. p. 612 urges the évamov avTow 
against the imputative sense of the passive 
Sixaovadar, see Wieseler on Gal. p. 192 f. 
It is quite equivalent to mapa rt. Oe@, judice 
Deo, Gal. iii. 11. See generally the thor- 
ough defence of the sensus Sorensis of 
Suxacododae in the N. T., also from classic 
authors and from the O. T. in Morison, p. 
163 ff. 
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tification independent of extraneous intervention ; in fact, it is only through 

the law that man comes to a clear perception and consciousness of his moral 
imperfection by nature (his unrighteousness). See Luther’s preface. That 

this was the Apostle’s view, is proved by the reason which follows : dia yap 

véuov x.t.a. See, besides, especially chs. vii. and viii.; Gal. iii. 10. There 

is here no mention of the good works of the regenerate, which however are 

only the fruits of justification, ch. vi. viii. 2 ff.; Eph. ii. 10 al. Comp. 

Philippi and Morison. — dca yap véyov éxiyv. du.| The law, when it places its 

demands before man, produces in the latter his first proper recognition of his 

moral incongruity with the will of God. ‘‘ With these words Paul strikes 
at the deepest root of the matter,” Ewald. Respecting yép Calvin’s note is’ 
sufficient : ‘‘ a contrario ratiocinatur. . . . quando ex eadem scatebra non 

prodeunt vita et mors.” The propriety of the argument however rests on 

the fact that the law does not at the same time supply the strength to con- 

quer sin (viii. 8), but stops short at the point of bringing to cognition the 
‘interiorem immunditiem ” which it forbids; ‘‘hanc judicat et accusat 
coram Deo, non tollit,” Melanchthon. It is different in the case of civil laws, 

which are designed merely to do away with the externa scelera, and to judge 
the works in and for themselves, xiii. 3 ff. 

Vv. 21-30. [See Note XXXI. p. 149.] Paul has hitherto been proving that 
all men are under sin, and guilty before God. This was the preparatory por- 
tion of the detailed illustration of the theme set forth in ch. i. 17; for be- 
fore anything else there had to be recognized the general necessity of a 
Sixacoobvy not founded on the law—as indeed such a legal righteousness has 
shown itself to be impossible. Now however he exhibits this d:xavootvy pro- 
vided from another source—the righteousness of God which comes from 
faith to all without distinction, to believing Jews and Gentiles. Hofmann 
rejects this division, in consequence of his having erroneously taken spoe- 
youeSa in ver. 9 as the utterance of the Christians. He thinks that the 
Apostle only now comes to the conclusion, at which he has been aiming 
ever since the fifth verse : as to what makes Christians, as distinguished 
from others, assured of salvation. 

Ver. 21. Nuvi is usually interpreted here as a pure adverb of time (‘‘ nostris 
temporibus hac in parte felicissimis,” Grotius), So also Tholuck, Reiche, 
Riickert, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Winzer, Reithmayr, Philippi, van 
Hengel, Mehring, Th. Schott, and others. But since what precedes was 
not given asa delineation of the past, there appears here not the contrast 
between two periods, but that between two relations, the relation of depend- 
ence on the law and the relation of independence on the law (dia véuov ... . 
xwpic vduov). Hence with Beza, Pareus, Piscator, Estius, Koppe, Fritzsche, 
de Wette, Matthias, and Hofmann, we render : but in this state of the case.” 
— xwpi¢ véuov] placed with full emphasis at the beginning as the opposite of 
dia véuov, belongs to wegav. Aptly rendered by Luther: ‘‘ without the ac- 


1See Winzer, Comm. in Rom. iii. 21-28, Part. p. 95; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. Il. p. 181. 
Partic. I. and II. 1829, Comp. vii. 17; I. Cor. v. 11, xii. 18, xiii. 13, 

2 See regarding this dialectic use of the al. ; 4 Mace. vi. 33, xiii.3. By Greek authors 
viv Hartung, Partikell. Il. p. 25; Baeuml.  vvvi is not thus used, only viv. ; 
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cessory aid of the law,” t.¢. so that in this revelation of the righteousness of 
God the law is left out of account. Reiche’ joins it with dicaioc.: ‘the 
righteousness of God as being imparted to the believer without the law, 
without the Mosaic law helping him thereto.” Compare also Winzer, 
Klee, Mehring. But apart from the coactior constructio, with which Estius 
already found fault, we may urge against this view the parallel of dd 
véuov, ver. 20, which words also do not belong to ériyvwoue duapr. but to 
the verb to be supplied. — regavépwra:] is made manifest and lies open to view, 
so that it presents itself to the knowledge of every one ; the present of the 
completed action, Heb. ix. 26. The expression itself presupposes the pre- 
vious «purrév (Col. iti. 3 f.; Mark iv. 22), the having been hidden, in accord- 
ance with which the righteousness of God has not yet been the object of ex- 
perimental perception. To men it was an unknown treasure. The mode of 
the regavépwrac however consists in the dixaioc. Ocov having become actual, 
having passed into historical reality, and having been made apparent, which 
has been accomplished without mixing up the law as a co-operative factor 
in the matter. —paprvp. imd Tr. vou. x. tT. tpod.]| An accompanying charac- 
teristic definition of d:xacootvy Ocot, so far as the latter is made manifest : 
being witnessed, etc. If it is thus the case with regard to it, that in its 7eq- 
' avépwrac it is attested by the witness of the law and the prophets, then this 
precludes the misconception that the d:cavootvy revealed yupic véuov is oppos- 
ed or foreign to the O. T., and consequently an innovation without a back- 
ground in sacred history. Comp. xvi. 26 ; John v. 39. ‘‘ Novum testa- 
mentum in vetere latet, vetus in novo patet,” Augustine. In this case we are 
not to think of the moral requirements (Th. Schott), but of the collective Mes- 
sianie types, promises and prophecies in the law and the prophets, in which is 
also necessarily comprised the dccacdotvy Geod as that which is necessary to 
participation in the Messianic salvation. Comp. i. 2, iii. 2; Acts x. 43, 
Xxvili. 23 ; Luke xxiv. 27 ; from the law, the testimony of Abraham, iv. 3 ff. 
and the testimonies quoted in x. 6 ff. — Observe further that naprvpouy. has 
the emphasis, in contrast to ywpic, not bd rod véuov (Bengel, Fritzsche and 
others). We may add Bengel’s apt remark : ‘‘ Lex stricte (namely, in ywpic 
vduov) et late (in i176 row vduov) dicitur.” 

Ver. 22. A righteousness of God, however, (mediated) through faith in Jesus 
Christ. On dé, with the repetition of the same idea, to be defined now 
however more precisely, the d:cacoovvy Scot (not merely dixacoobvy, as Hof- 
mann insists contrary to the words) ; comp. ix. 30. See on Phil. ii. 8. — 
The genitive I. X. contains the object of faith? in accordance with prevail- 


1 Following Augustine, de grat. Chr. 1, 8, 
and de spir. et. lit. 9, Wolf, and others. 

2 This view of the genitive is justly ad- 
hered to by most expositors. It is with 
miotis aS With ayarn, in which the object is 
likewise expressed as well by the genitive 
as by eis. Nevertheless, Scholten, Rauwen- 
hoff, van Hengel, and Berlage (de formulae 
Paulinae riors "1. Xpiorod signif., Lugd. B. 
1856) have recently taken it to mean the 


“fides, quae auctore Jesu Christo Deo 
habetur” (Berlage). Against this view we 
may decidedly urge the passages where the 
genitive with riers is a thing or an abstract 
idea (Phil. i. 27; 2 Thess. ii. 13; Acts iii. 16 ; 
Col. ii. 12); also the expression riotis Geod 
in Mark xi. 22, where the genitive must 
necessarily be that of the object. Comp. 
the classical expressions tions dedv and 
the like. See besides Lipsius, Rechtfer 
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ing usage (Mark xi. 22; Acts iii. 16; Gal. ii. 16, 20, iii. 22 ; Eph. iii. 12, 
iv. 13; Phil. iii. 9 ; James ii.1). The article before dca rior. was not need- 
ed for the simple reason that d:xcavoctvy Scot is without it. Therefore, and 
because the point at issue here was not the mode of becoming manifest, but 
the specific characterizing of the righteousness itself that had become mani- 
fest, neither 6:4 rior. (Fritzsche, Tholuck) nor the following ei¢ mavrac x.7.A. 
(de Wette, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Winer, Mehring and others) is to be made 
dependent on regavépwrar. — ig mavtag K. émt m. T. mot. | scil. otoa.? The 
expression is an earnest and significant bringing into prominence of the uni- 
versal character of this dicavoobvy dia riot. ’I. X.: which is for all, and upon 
all who believe. Both prepositions denote the direction of aim, in which the 
duxaocbvn presents itself, though with the special modification that under 
the eic lies the notion of destination (not ‘‘ the immanent influx,” Reithmayr), 
under the é7i that of extending itself over all. On the peculiar habit, which 
the Apostle has, of setting forth a relation under several aspects by different 
prepositional definitions of a single word, see Winer, p. 390 [E. T. 418] ; 
compare generally Kiithner II. 1, p.475 f. While recent expositors (includ- 
ing Riickert, Reiche, Kollner, de Wette) have often arbitrarily disregarded 
the distinction in sense between the two prepositions,*? and have held both 
merely as a strengthening of the idea all (‘‘ for all, for all without exception,” © 
Koppe), the old interpreters, on the other hand, forced upon the ei¢ and éxi 
much that has nothing at all in common with the relation of the prepositions ; 
e.g. that ei¢ x. applies to the Jews and ér? 7. to the Gentiles.*—ob yap éort diaor. | 
Ground assigned for the rdvra¢ tr. muot. ‘‘ For there is no distinction made, 
according to which another way to the dccavoobvy Seo would stand open for 
a portion of men, perchance for the Jews,” and that just for the reason that 
(ver. 23) all have sinned, etc. 

Ver. 23. "Hyaprov] [See Note XXXII. p. 149.] The sinning of every man 
is presented as an historical fact of the past, whereby the sinful state is 
produced. The perfect would designate it as a completed subsisting fact. 
Calvin, moreover, properly remarks that according to Paul there is nulla 
justitia ‘‘ nisi perfecta et absoluta,” and ‘‘ si verum esset, nos partim operibus 
justificari, partim Dei gratia, non valeret hoc Pauli argumentum.” Luther 
aptly observes : ‘‘ They are altogether sinners, etc., is the main article and 
the central point of this Epistle and of the whole Scripture.” — kai torep. | 
They have sinned, and in consequence of this they lack, there is wanting 
to them, etc. This very present expression, as wellas the present participle 


rison, p. 229 ff.) have already done. After 
the emphatic dixcarocivn 5¢ @eod Sta wic- 


tigungsl. p. 109 f.; Weiss, dédl. .Theol. p. 
835 


1 See Bornemann, ad Xen. Symp. 4, 25. 

2 For in none of the similar passages are 
the prepositions synonymous. See iii. 20, 
xi. 36; Gal. i. 1; Eph. iv. 6; Col.i.16. See 
also Matthias and Mehring in loc. The lat- 
ter, following out his connection redavép., 
explains: ‘‘ manifested ¢o all men and for 
all delievers.”” But it is arbitrary to take 
Tous mioTevovtas as defining only the second 
mavtas, aS Morus and Flatt (see also Mo- 


tews the morevew is so much the specific 
and thorough mark of the subjects, that 
rovs motevovras must define the wavras in 
both instances. 

3 Thus Theodoret, Oecumenius, and many 
others, who have been followed by Bengel, 
Bohme, and Jatho (and conversely by Mat- 
thias, who explains é« and eis in i. 17 in the 
same way). 
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dixaobuevor, Ought to have kept Hofmann from understanding rdyrec of all 
believers ; for in their case that borepeioda: no longer applies (v. 1 f., viii. 1 ad.), 
and they are not dccavobuevoec but dixawtévrec ; but, as becoming believers, they 
would not yet be rioretovrec. — rij¢ dbEn¢ T. Ocov| The genitive with torepeioS a 
(Diod. Sic. xviii. 71 ; Joseph. Antt. xv. 6, '7) determines for the latter the sense 
of destitut. See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 237. Comp. on 1Cor.i. 7. They lack 
the honour which God gives,’ they are destitute of the being honoured by 
God, which would be the case, if the juaprov did not occur ; in that 
case they would possess the good pleasure of God, and this, regarded 
as honour, which they would have to enjoy from God : the dé£a rot Ocov. 
Comp. ii. 29 ; John xii. 43, compared withv. 44. Kd6llner’s objection to this 
view, which first offers itself, of r. @cov as the genitive auctoris, which is 
also held by Piscator, Hammond, Grotius, Fritzsche, Reiche, de Wette, 
- Tholuck, and others, following Chrysostom (comp. Philippi), that it is not 
the fault of men if they should not have an honour, which proceeds from God, 
is of no weight ; since it certainly is the fault of men, if they render it im- 
possible for a holy God to give them the honour which proceeds from Him. 
Moreover, K6llner’s own explanation : honour before God (quite so also Cal- 
vin ; and comp. Philippi), which is said according to the analogy of human 
relations, in point of fact quite coincides with the above view, since in fact 
honour before God, or with God (Winzer), is nothing else than the honour 
that accrues to us from God’s judgment. Comp. Calvin : ‘‘ ita nos ab hu- 
mani theatri plausu ad tribunal coeleste vocat.” Accordingly, the genitive 
is here all the less to be interpreted coram, since in no other passage (and 
especially not in d:xasoo. Ocov, see on i. 17) is there any necessity for this 
interpretation. This last consideration may also be urged against the inter- 
pretation of others : gloriatio coram Deo; ‘‘non habent, unde coram Deo 
glorientur,” Estius. So Erasmus, Luther, Toletus, Wolf, Koppe, Rosen- 
miiller, Reithmayr, and others. It is decisive against this view that in all 
passages where Paul wished to express gloriatio, he knew how to employ 
the proper word, katyyoi (ver. 27; 2 Cor. vii. 14, viii. 24 al). Others, 
again, following Oecumenius (Chrysostom and Theophylact express them- 
selves too indefinitely, and Theodoret is altogether silent on the matter), 
explain the déa r. Oot to mean the glory of eternal life, in so far as God 
either has destined it for man (Glickler), or confers it upon him (Béhme, 
comp. Morison) ; or in so far as it consists in partaking in the glory of God 
(Beza, comp. Bengel and Baumgarten-Crusius). Mehring allows a choice 
between the two last definitions of the sense. But the following d:cavobpevor 
proves that the dda rot Scot cannot in reality be anything essentially dif- 
ferent from the dixavoobvy Ozov, and cannot be merely future. Utterly erro- 
neous, finally,is the view of Chemnitz, Flacius, Sebastian Schmid, Calovius,’? 


1The genitive r. ®cod cannot, without God,” i.e. the glory of personal holiness. 
arbitrariness, be explained otherwise than 2 He takes ddéa rod @cod as *‘ gloria homini 
was done in the case of Sxatocvvy r. Geod. a Deo concessa in creatione ;” this gloria 
In consequence of his erroneous exposition having been the divine image, which we 
‘of Sixator. tr. Geod (See on i. 17), Matthias forfeited after the fall. 
understands here “ glory swch as is tha’ of m 
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Hasaeus, Alting, Carpzov, Ernesti, recently revived by Riickert, Olshausen, 
and Mangold, that the dda tov Ocov is the image of God ; ‘‘ a godlike d6&a,” 
as Riickert puts it, and thus gets rid of the objection that dé&a is not synon- 
ymous with cixév. But how arbitrarily is the relation of the genitive thus 
defined, altogether without the precedent of a similar usage (2 Cor. xi. 2 is 
not a case in point)! That the idea of the image of God is not suggested 
by anything in the connection is self-evident, since, as the subsequent 
Sixacobuevoe x.T.A. abundantly shows, it is the idea of the want of righteous- 
ness that is under discussion. Hofmann and Ewald have explained it in the 
same way as Riickert, though they take the genitive more accurately (a d6éa 
such as God Himself possesses). The latter’ understands ‘‘ the glory of 
God which man indeed has by creation, Ps. viii. 8, but which by sin he 
may lose for time and eternity, and has now lost.” Compare Hofmann: 
‘‘ Whatsoever is of God has a share, after the manner of a creature, in the ~ 
glory of God. If this therefore be not found in man, the reason is that he 
has forfeited the relation to God in which he was created.” But even apart 
from the fact that such a participation in the glory of God has been lost 
already through the fall (v. 12 ; 1 Cor. xv. 22), and not for the first time 
through the individual juaprov here meant, it is decisive against this exposi- 
tion that the participation in the divine déa nowhere appears as an original 
blessing that has fallen into abeyance, but always as something to be conferred 
only at the Parousia (v. 2 ; 1 Thess. ii. 12) ; as the ovvdofacdqva: with Christ 
(vili. 17 f.; Col. iii. 4) ; as the glorious xAypovouia of God (comp. also 2 
Tim. iv. 8 ; 1 Pet. v. 4); and consequently as the new blessing of the future 
ai@v (1 Cor. ii. 9). That is also the proleptic édégace in viii. 830, which how- 
ever would be foreign to the present connection. 

Ver. 24. Arxasotuevoc] [See Note XXXIII. p. 149.] does not stand for the 
finite tense (as even Riickert and Reiche, following Erasmus, Calvin and 
Melanchthon, think) ; nor is, with Ewald, ver. 23 to be treated as a paren- 
thesis, so that the discourse from the accusative in ver. 22 should now 
resolve itself more freely into the nominative, which would be unnecessarily 
harsh. But the participle introduces the accompanying relation, which here 
comes into view with the torepovvra: ri¢ dbEne T. Ocod, namely, that of the 
mode of their dixaiworg : so that, in that state of destitution, they receive justi- 
Jication in the way of gift. Bengel aptly remarks : ‘‘repente sic panditur 
scena amoenior.” The participle is not even to be resolved into kai dixacovv- 
tat (Peshito, Luther, Fritzsche), but the relation of becoming justified is 
to be left in the dependence on the want of the dé6fa @zov, in which it is con- 
ceived and expressed.?— dwpedy] gratuitously (comp. v. 17, and on the 
adverb in this sense Polyb., xviii. 17, 7; 1 Macc. x. 33; Matt. x. 8; 2 Thess, 
iii. 8 ; 2 Cor. xi. 7) they are placed in the relation of righteousness, so that 


1 Similarly already Melanchthon: “gloria | quam Deus approbat.” 
Dei, ie. luce Dei fulgente in natura incor- 2 Against the Osiandrian misinterpreta- 
rupta, seu ipso Deo carent, ostendente se et _ tions in their old and new forms see Me- 
accendente ardentem dilectionem et alios lanchthon, Znarr. on ver. 21; Kahnis, Dogm. 
motus legi congruentes sine ullo peceato.” —_I. p. 599 ff.; and also Philippi, Glaubenslehre, 
Previously (1540) he had explained: ‘‘gloria, IV. 2, p. 247 ff. 
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this is not anyhow the result of their own performance ; comp. Eph. ii. 8 ; 
Tit. iii. 5. — ry abrov yap. dia tHe aroA. tHe év X. 7I.] in virtue of His grace 
through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus. This redemption is that which 
Sorms the medium of the justification of man taking place gratuitously 
through the grace of God. By the position of the words rq abtoi yapute, 
the divine grace, is, in harmony with the notion of dwpedy, emphasized pre- 
cisely as the divine, opposed to all human co-operation ; comp. Eph. ii. 8. 
In aroAbtpworc? the special idea of ransoming (comp. on Eph. i. 7 ; 1 Cor. vi. 
20 ; Gal. iii. 13) is not to be changed into the general one of the Messianic 
liberation (viii. 23 ; Luke xxi. 28 ; Eph. i. 14, iv. 30; and see Ritschl in 
the Jahrb. f. d. Theol. 1863, p. 512) ; for the Abrpov or avridvtpov (Matt. xx. 
28 ;-1 Tim. ii. 6) which Christ rendered, to procure for all believers remis- 
sion of guilt and the dccacootvy Ocov, was His blood, which was the atoning 
sacrificial blood, and so as equivalent accomplished the forgiveness of sins, 
i.e. the essence of the dmoAttpwore. See ver. 25; Eph. i. 7; Col. i. 14 ; 
Heb. ix. 15 ; comp. on Matt. xx. 28; 1 Cor. vi. 20; Gal. iil. 18; 2 Cor. 
v. 21. Liberation from the sin-principle (from its dominion) is not the 
essence of the dodbrpwoce itself,? but its consequence through the Spirit, if it 
is appropriated in faith (viii. 2). Every mode of conception, which refers 
redemption and the forgiveness of sins not to a real atonement through the 
death of Christ, but subjectively to the dying and reviving with Him guar- 
anteed and produced by that death (Schleiermacher, Nitzsch, Hofmann, 
and others, with various modifications), is opposed to the N. T.—a mixing 
up of justification and sanctification.* —év X. ’Ijooi] ¢.e. contained and rest- 
ing in Him, in His person that has appeared as the Messiah (hence the 
Xpior@ is placed first). To what extent, is shown in ver. 25.—Observe 
further that justification, the causa efficiens of which is the divine grace (ry 
avtov yapir), is here represented as obtained by means of the azodttpworc, 
but in ver. 22 as obtained by means of faith, namely, in the one case object- 
ively and in the other subjectively (comp. ver. 25). But even in ver. 22 the 
objective element was indicated in zior. ’Iyo0% Xpcorod, and in ver. 24 f. 
both elements are more particularly explained. 

Ver. 25.1 — dv mpoéSero x.7.A.] whom God has openly set forth for Himself.” 
This signification, familiar from the Greek usage,°® is decidedly to be 
adopted on account of the correlation with ei¢ évdeEcv «.7.A. (Vulgate, Pela- 
gius, Luther, Beza, Bengel and others ; also Riickert, de Wette, Philippi, 


1 Comp. Plut. Pomp. 24, Dem. 159, 15. 

2 Lipsius, Rechifertigungsi. p. 147 f. 

3 Comp. on ver. 26; also Ernesti, Hthik d@. 
Ap. P. p. 27 f. 

4 See on ver. 25f. Ritschl,in the Jahrod. f. 
Deutsche Theol. 1863, p. 500 ff.; Pfleiderer in 
Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1872, p. 177 ff.; the 
critical comparison of the various explana- 
tions in Morison, p. 268 ff. 

5 Which has been done by the crucifixion. 
Compare the discourse of Jesus where 
He compares Himself with the serpent of 
Moses, John iii. Christ has been thus held 


up to view as idagryprov. In Greek authors 
the word mportitderdat is specially often used 
to express the exhibition of dead bodies 
(Kriiger on Thuc. ii. 34, 1; Stallbaum, ad 
Plat. Phaed. p. 115 E.).. We are not to sup- 
pose however that this usage influenced 
the Apostle in his choice of the word, since 
he had Christ before his eyes, not as a dead 
body, but as shedding His blood and dying. 

6 Herod. iii. 148, vi. 21; Plat. Phaed. p. 115 
E; Eur. Alc. 667; Thuc. ii. 34. 1, 64, 3; Dem. 
1071, 1; Herodian, viii. 6, 5; also in the 
LXX. 
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Tholuck, Hofmann and Morison) ; and not the equally classic signification : 
to propose to oneself, adopted by Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 
Toletus, Pareus, de Dieu, Elsner, Heumann, Béhme, Flatt and Fritzsche 
(i. 18; Eph. i. 9; 3 Mace. ii. 27): ‘‘quem esse volwit Deus piaculare sacri- 
ficium,” Fritzsche.’ In that case an infinitive must have been required ; 
and it was with the publicity of the divine act before the whole world that 
the Apostle was here concerned, as he has already indicated by regavépwrac 
in ver. 21. Matthias explains it : whom He caused to be openly made known, 
to be preached. But the classical use of rporinu:, in the active and middle, 
in the sense of promulgare is here foreign, since it refers to the summoning 
or proclamation of assemblies? or to the promulgation of laws. Besides the 
évderéic THe dixatootync of God rests, in fact, not on the preaching of the atoner, 
but on the work of atonement itself, which God accomplished by the rpoé- 
Gero k.T.A4. — God’s own participation therein (for it was His izaorgpiov, willed 
and instituted by Himself) which is expressed by the middle, is placed be- 
yond question by the ei¢ évdeEv x.7.2., and decisively excludes Hofmann’s 
conception of the death of Christ as a befalling. Compare on ver. 26. — 
idaorhpiov] is the neuter of the adjective iAaorfpzoc, used as a substantive, and 
hence means simply expiatorium in general, without the word itself convey- 
ing the more concrete definition of its sense. The latter is supplied by the 
contert. Thus, for example, in the LXX. (in the older profane Greek the 
word does not occur) the lid of the ark of the covenant, the Kapporeth, as 
the propitiatorium operculum, is called rd iAaorhpiov (see below), which des- 
ignation has become technical, and in Ex. xxv. 17 and xxxvii. 6 receives 
its more precise definition by the addition of érieua. They also designate 
the ledge (choir) of the altar for burnt offerings, the UY, (Ez. xliii. 15, 17, 
20) in the same way, because this place also was, through the blood of rec- 
onciliation with which it was sprinkled, and generally as an altar-place, 
a place of atonement. When they render HDD in Amos ix. 1 (knob) by iAao- 
rhpiov, it is probable that they read N}B2. See generally Schleusner, Thes. 
III. p. 108 f. The word in the sense of offerings of atonement does not oc- 
cur in the LXX., though it is so used by other writers, so that it may be 
more specially defined by iepév or diva.* Even in our passage the context 
makes the notion of an atoning sacrifice (comp. Lev. xvii. 11) sufficiently 
clear by év r. abrov aiwate ; compare Pfleiderer J.c. p. 180. The interpreta- 


1 Ewald has in the translation predestined, 
but in the explanation exhibited. Van Hen- 
gel declares for the latter. 

2Soph. Ant. 160, and Hermann in loc.; 
Lucian, Necyom. 19, and Hemsterhuis iv /oc.; 
Dion. Hal. vi. 15 al.; see Schoem. Comit. p. 
104; Dorvill. ad Charit. p. 266 f. 

3Thus in Dio Chrys. Orat. xi. 1, p. 355 
Reiske : iAacryprov ’Axarot TH Adnrg rH TAcdds, 
where a votive gift bears this inscription, 
and is thereby indicated as an offering of 
atonement, as indeed votive gifts generally 
fall under the wider idea of offerings 
(Ewald, Alterth. p. 96; Hermann, gottesd. 


Alterth. § 25, 1); again in Nonnus, Dionys. 
xiii. p. 888: tAcorypra (the true reading in- 
stead of ixaoryjpia) Topyots. 4 Macc. xvii. 
22: Sa Tod aiatos Tov evoEBOv éxeivwy Kal TOD 
iAaornpiov tov [The article is, critically, un- 
certain; but at all events the blood is con- 
ceived as atoning sacrifice-blood; comp. 
ver. 19.] davdrov avrav. Hesych.: iAagryprov: 
kaddpovov. Comp. Schol. Apoll. Rhod. ii. 487, 
where Awd¢yia iepa is explained by ééAac- 
thpia ; also the corresponding expressions 
for sacrifices, cwrjpiov (Xen. Anab. iii. 2, 9; 
v. 1,1; LXX. Ex. xx. 24); xaddpovov (Herod. 
i. 85; Aeschin. p. 4, 10) ; xadapriprov (Poll. i- 
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tion expiatory sacrifice is adopted by Chrysostom (who at, least represents 
the iaaorhp. of Christ as the antitype of the animal offerings), Clericus, Bos, 
Elsner, Kypke, and others, including Koppe, Flatt, Klee, Reiche, de Wette, 
K6llner, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Messner and Ewald ; Weiss (bibl. Theol. p. 
324) is in doubt between this and the following explanation.’ Others, as 
Morus, Rosenmiiller, Riickert, Usteri and Gléckler, keep with the Vulgate 
( propitiationem) and Castalio (placamentum), to the general rendering : means 
of propitiation. So also Hofmann (comp. Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 338 f.), com- 
paring specially 1 John iv. 10, and owrf#piov in Luke ii. 30; and Rich. 
Schmidt, Paul. Christol. p. 84 ff. But this, after the rpoé%ero which points 
to a definite public appearance, is an abstract idea inappropriate to it (as 
‘‘ propitiation”), especially seeing that év . . . . aiwate belongs to rpoévero, 
and seeing that the view of the death of Jesus as the concrete propitiatory 
offering was deeply impressed on and vividly present to the Christian con- 
sciousness (Eph. v. 2; 1 Cor. v. 7 ; Heb. ix. 14, 28; 1 Pet. i. 19; Johni. 
29, xvii. 19 al.). Origen, Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Piscator, 
Pareus, Hammond, Grotius, Calovius, Wolf, Wetstein, and others,’ have 
rendered iAaorfpiov in quite a special sense, namely, as referring to the can- 
opy-shaped cover suspended over the ark of the covenant (see Ewald, Alterth. 
p. 164 ff.), on which, as the seat of Jehovah’s throne, the blood of the sac- 
rifice was sprinkled by the high priest on the great day of atonement (Ex. 
xxv. 22; Num. vii. 89 ; Lev. xvi. 18 ff. ;? and which therefore, regarded as 
the vehicle of the divine grace,‘ typified Christ as the atoner.° That the 
Kapporeth was termed iAaorfpiov is not only certain from the LXX.° (Ex. 
xxv. 18, 19, 20, xxxi. 7 al.), but also from Heb. ix. 5, and Philo (v2. Mos. 
p. 668, Dand E ; de profug. p. 465 A), who expressly represents the covering 
of the ark as a symbol of the tAew duvayewe of God. Compare also Joseph. 


82) ; xaptorjproy (Xen. Cyr. iv. 1,23; Polyb. 
xxi. 1, 2); evxaptoryprov (Polyb. v. 14, 8). 
Compare also such expressions as émvixca 
dvew; and see generally Schaefer, ad Bos. 
Fill. p. 191 ff. 

1 Estius also explains victimam . .. propi- 
tiatoriam, but yet takes iAaor, as masculine. 
It was already taken as masculine (propitia- 
tor) in the Syriac (compare the reading 
propitiatorem in the Vulgate) by Thomas 
Aquinas and others; also Erasmus (in his 
translation), Melanchthon and Vatablus ; 


more recently also by Vater, Schrader, . 


Reithmayr and van Hengel. But to this it 
may be objected that there is no example 
of iAacrypros used with reference to persons. 
This remark also applies against Mehring, 
who interprets powerful for atonement. 
Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 584, and similarly Man- 
gold properly retain the rendering . expia- 
tory offering ; and even Morison recognizes 
the sacrificial conception of the ‘‘ propitia- 
tory,” although like Mehring he abides in 
substance by the idea of the adjective. 

2 Also Olshausen, Tholuck (ed. 5), Philippi, 


Umbreit, Jatho, Ritschl in the Jahrb. f- 
Deutsche Theol. 1868, p. 247, and altkathol. 
Kirche, p. 85; Weber, vom Zorne Gottes, p. 
273; Delitzsch on Hed. p.'719, and in the il- 
lustrations to his Hebrew translation, p. 79 ; 
Marcker, and others. 

3 Keil, Arch. I. § 84, and generally Lund, 
Jid. Heiligth. ed. Wolf, p. 37 ff. 

4See Bahr, Symbolik, I. p. 387 ff ; Hengs- 
tenberg, Authent. des Pentateuches, Il. p. 
642; Schulz, alttest. Theol. I. p. 205. 

5 So also Funke, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1842, 
p. 314 f. The old writers, and before them 
the Fathers, have in some instances very 
far-fetched points of comparison. Calo- 
vius, ¢.g., specifies five: (1) quoad causam 
efficientem ; (2) quoad materiam (gold and 
not perishable wood—divine and human 
nature); (8) quoad numerum (only one); 
(4) quoad objectum (all); (5) quoad usum 
et finem. 

¢ The LXX. derived the word Kapporeth, 
in view of the idea which it represented, 
from 5, condonavit. Comp. also the Vui- 
gate (‘‘ expiatorium”’), 


/ 
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Antt. iii..6,5. There is consequently nothing to be urged against this expla. - 
nation, either as respects the usus loqguendi or as respects the idea, in accord- 
ance with which Christ, the bearer of the divine glory and grace, sprinkled 
with His own sacrificial blood, would be regarded as the antitype of the 
Kapporeth. But we may urge against it : (1) that rd iAaorfp. does not stand 
with the article, as in the Sept. and Heb. ix. 5, although Christ was to be des- 
ignated as the eaalizedl idea of the definite and i in fact singly existing N15 
(76 dAnSiviv iAaorgpiov, Theodoret) ; (2) that even though the term iAacrfpiov, 
as applied to the cover of the ark, was certainly familiar to the readers from 
its use by the LXX., nevertheless this name, in its application to Christ, 
would come in here quite abruptly, without anything in the context prepar- 
ing the way for it or leading to it ; (3) that rpoé%_ero would in that case be 
inappropriate, because the ark of the covenant, in the Holy of Holies, was 
removed from the view of the people ; (4) that, if Christ were really thought 
of here as 1155, the following ei¢ évdeEwv tie Sexacoobvye avtov would be 
inappropriate, Ale the 1193 must have appeared rather as the évdecévc of 
the divine grace (comp. Heb. iv. 16) ; (5) and lastly, that the conception of 
Christ as the antitype of the cover of the ark is found nowhere else in the 
whole N. T., although there was frequent opportunity for such expression ; 
and it is therefore to be assumed that it did not belong to the apostolic modes 
of viewing and describing the atoning work of Christ. Moreover, if it is ob- 
jected that this interpretation is unsuitable, because Christ, who shed His own 
blood, could not be the cover of the ark sprinkled with foreign blood, it is on 
the other hand to be remembered that the Crucified One sprinkled with His 
own blood might be regarded as the cover of the ark with the same propri- 
ety as Christ offering His own blood is regarded in the Epistle to the He- 
brews as High Priest. If, on the other side, it is objected to the interpre- 
tation expiatory offering (see Philippi), that it does not suit rpoé%ero because 
Christ offered Himself as a sacrifice to God, but God did not present Him 
as such to humanity, the objection is untenable, since the idea that God 
has given Christ to death pervades the whole N. T.—not that God has there- 
by offered Christ as a sacrifice, which is nowhere asserted, but that He has- 
set forth before the eyes of the universe Him who is surrendered to the world 
by the very fact of His offering Himself as a sacrifice in obedience to the 
Father’s counsel, as such actually and publicly, namely, on the cross. An 
exhibition through preaching (as Philippi objects) is not to be thought of, 
but rather the divine act ef redemption which took place through the sacri- 
ficial death on Golgotha. — dca r#¢ riorewe] may be connected cither with 
mpoéS_eTro (Philippi, following older writers) or with iAacripcov (Riickert, 
Matthias, Ewald, Hofmann, Morison, and older expositors). The latter is 
the right construction, since faith, as laying hold of the propitiation, is the 
very thing by which the idacrgpiov set forth becomes subjectively effective ; 
but not that whereby the setting forth itself, which was an objective fact 
independent of faith, has been accomplished.’ Hence : as @ sacrifice pro- 


1 Even had no one believed on the Cruci- view of the divine mpdoyvwors could not 
fied One—a contingency indeed, which in really occur—He would still have been set 
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ducing the tAdoxeoda through faith. - Without faith the tAacrfpiov would not 
be actually and in result, what it is in itself ; for it does not reconcile the 
unbeliever. —év 16 abrov aiuati| belongs to mpoéde_ero x.7.A. God has set 
forth Christ as an effectual expiatory offering through faith by means of His 
blood ; i.e. in that He caused Him to shed His blood, in which lay objectively 
the strength of the atonement.’ Observe the position of airod: ‘quem 
proposuit ipsius sanguine.” Kriiger, § 47, 9,12. Comp. xi. 11 ; Tit. iii. 
5; 1 Thess. ii. 19 ; Heb. ii. 4a. Comp. ver. 24. Still év r. ait. ai. is not 
to be joined with iAaorfpiov in such a way as to make it the parallel of 
dua t. wior. (Wolf, Schrader, Kéllner, Reithmayr, Matthias, Mehring, Hof- 
mann, Mangold, and others) ; for ei¢ évdecEw «.7.A. requires that év r. avr. aip. 
shall be the element defining more closely the divine act of the rpoéSero k.7.A., 
by which the divine righteousness is apparent ; wherefore also év. r. ait aip. 
is placed immediately before ei¢ évderEv x.7.A.. and not before iAacrhpiov 
(against Hofmann’s objection). Other writers again erroneously make év 
: . aivate dependent on riorews (Luther, Calvin, Beza, Seb. Schmid, and 
others ; also Koppe, Klee, Flatt, Olshausen, Tholuck, Winzer, and Morison), 
joining d:a tr. rior. likewise to iAaorgpiov : through faith on His blood. In that 
case év would not be equivalent to eic, but would indicate the basis of faith 
(see on Gal. ili. 26) ; nor can the absence of the article after rior. be urged 
against this rendering (see on Gal. J.c.) : but the év 7@ air. aiz. becomes in 
this connection much too subordinate a point. Just by means of the shedding 
of His blood was the setting forth of Christ for a propitiatory offering accom- 
plished ; in order that through this utmost, highest, and holiest sacrifice of- 
fered for the satisfaction of the divine justice—through the blood of Christ— 
that justice might be brought to light and demonstrated. From this connec- 
tion also we may easily understand why év ré air. aiv., which moreover, fol- 
lowing iAaorhpiov, was a matter of course, is added at all ; though in itself un- 
necessary and self-evident, it is added with all the more weight, and in fact 
with solemn emphasis. For just in the blood of Christ, which God has not 
spared, lies the proof of His righteousness, which He has exhibited through 
the setting forth of Christ as an expiatory sacrifice ; that shed blood has at 
once satisfied His justice, and demonstrated it before the whole world. 
On the atoning, actually sin-effacing power of the blood of Christ, according 
to the fundamental idea of Lev. xvii. 11 (compare Heb. ix. 22), see v. 9; 
Matt. xxvi. 28 ; Acts xx. 28; Eph. i. 7; Col. i: 14; Rev. v. 9 al. ; 2 Cor. 
v. 14, 21; Gal. iii. 13 al. Comp. Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 270 ff., 584 f. 
Reiche considers that did te rior. should be coupled with dcacoty., and 
bv... . iaor. should be a parenthesis, whilst év r. air. aip. is to be co- 


forth as a propitiatory offering, though this 
offering would not have subjectively ben- 
efited any one. 

17This év t@ avrod aivare secures at all 
events to the Apostle’s utterance the con- 
ception of a sacrifice atoning, i.e. doing 
away the guilt, whichever of the existing 
explanations of the word iAagrjprov we may 
adopt. This also applies against Rich, 


Schmidt 7.c., according to whom (comp. 
Sabatier, p. 262 f.) the establishment of the 
iAaoryptov consisted in God actually passing 
sentence on sin itself in the flesh of His 
Son, and wholly abolishing it as an object- 
ive power exercising dominion over hu- 
manity—consequently in the destruction of 
the sin principle. Regarding viii. 3 see on 
that passage. 
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ordinated with the dia r. rior. But by this expedient the discourse is only 
rendered clumsy and overladen. —¢i¢ évdevE. r. dix. avtov] purpose of God in 
the mpoé3eTo . . . The d:xacocbvy is righteousness, as is required by 
the context (dia tr. rdpeow . . . . év TH Gvoxg T. Oeod), not: truth (Ambro- 
siaster, Beza, Turretin, Hammond, Locke, Béhme), or goodness (Theodoret, 
Grotius, Semler, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Morus, Reiche, also Tittmann, 
Synon. p. 185)—significations which the word never bears. It does not 
even indicate the holiness (Fritzsche, Reithmayr, Klaiber, Neander, Gurlitt 
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1840, p. 975 ; Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl. p. 146 ff.) ; 
or the righteousness, including grace (Ritschl) ; or generally the Divine moral 
order of justice (Morison) ; or the self-equality of God in His bearing (Hof- 
mann) ; but in the strict sense the opposite of ddvcoc in ver. 5, the judicial 
(more precisely, the punitive) righteousness (comp. Ernesti, Urspr. d. Siinde. 
I. p. 169 ff.), which had to find its holy satisfaction, but received that sat- 
isfaction in the propitiatory offering of Christ, and is thereby practically 
demonstrated and exhibited. On évdecé,, in the sense of practical proof, 
comp. 2 Cor. viii, 24, and on eic Eph. ii. 7: iva évdei=yra. Following ver. 
26, Chrysostom and others, including Krehl and Baumgarten-Crusius, take 
it unsatisfactorily as justifying righteousness. Anselm, Luther, Elsner, 
Wolf, and others, also Usteri, Winzer, van Hengel, and Mangold, hold that 
it is, as in ver. 21, the righteousness, that God gives. On the other hand, 
see the immediately following eg . . . . dixacov. — dia THY Tapeow K.T.A.] On 
account of the passing by of sins that had previously taken place, i.e. because He 
had allowed the pre-Christian sins to go without punishment, whereby His 
righteousness had been lost sight of and obscured,’ and therefore came to 
need an évdevEic for men.? Thus the atonement accomplished in Christ be- 
came the ‘‘ divine Theodicée for the past history of the world” (Tholuck), 
and, in view of this évdevEic, that rapeore ceases to be an enigma. — rdpeore, 
which occurs only here in the N. T.* ; erroneously explained by Chrysostom 
as equivalent to véxpwor, is distinguished from dd@eove in so far as the omis- 
sion of punishment is conceived in rdpeore as a letting pass (irepiddv, Acts 
xvii. 80 ; comp. xiv. 16), in dgeove (Eph. i. 7; Col. i. 14) as a letting free. 
Since Paul, according to Acts J.c., regarded the non-punishment of pre- 
Christian sins as an ‘‘ overlooking” (comp. Wisd. xi. 23), we must consider 
the peculiar expression, dpeouc, here as purposely chosen. Comp. rapiévat, 
Ecclus. xxiii. 2. If he had written ddeouc, the idea would be, that God, 
instead of retaining those sins in their category of guilt (comp. John xx. 
23), had let them free, i.e. had forgiven them.* He has not forgiven 


. apart. 


1 Compare J. Miiller, v. @. Siinde, 1. p. 352, 
ed, 5. > 

2 The explanation that ‘‘ é.a here indicates 
that, whereby the Sxavocdvn manifests it- 
self ’’ (Reiche ; so also Benecke, Koppe, and 
older expositors) is incorrect, just because 
Paul in all cases (even in viii. 11and Gal. iy. 
13) makes a sharp distinction between &4 
with the accusative and with the genitive. 
This interpretation has arisen from the er- 


roneous conception of Scxacocvvy (as good- 
ness or truth). 

3 See however Dionys. Hal. vii. 37 ; Phalar. 
Epist. 114; Xen. de praef. eg. 7,10; and 
Fritzsche én doc. ; Loesner, p. 249. 

4In ddeors the guilt and punishment are 
cancelled ; in répeois both are tacitly or ex- 


' pressly left undealt with, but in their case 


it may be said that ‘‘ omittance is not acquit- 
tance.” For the idea of forgiveness ddeore 
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them, however, but only let them go wnpunished (comp. 2 Sam. xxiv. 10), 
neglexit. The wrath of God, which nevertheless frequently burst forth 
(comp. i. 17 ff.) in the ages before Christ over Jews and Gentiles (for Paul, 
in his perfectly general expressions, has not merely the former in view), 
was not an adequate recompense counterbalancing the sin, and even in- 
creased it (i. 24 ff.) ; so that God’s attitude to the sin of the time before 
Christ, so long as it was not deleted either by an adequate punishment, or 
by atonement, appears on the whole.as a letting pass (comp. Acts xiv. 16) and 
overlooking. As the correlative of rdpeoic, there is afterwards appropriately 
named avoy# (comp. ii. 4), not ydpic, for the latter would correspond to 
ageorc, Eph. i. 7.— The pre-Christian sins are not those of individuals prior 
to their conversion (Mehring and earlier expositors), but the sum of the 
sins of the world before Christ. The idacrhpiv of Christ is the epoch and 
turning-point in the world’s history (comp. Acts xvii. 30, xiv. 16.) —éyv ra 
avoxy T. Oeov| in virtue of the forbearance (tolerance, comp. ii. 4) of God,? 
contains the ground which is the motive of the rdpeour. It is not to be at- 
tached to mpoyey. (Oecumenius, Luther, and many others ; also Riickert, 
Gurlitt, Ewald, van Hengel, Ritschl, and Hofmann), which would yield the 
sense with or ‘‘ during the forbearance of God.” Against this view we may 
urge the very circumstance that the time when the sins referred to took 
place is already specified by xpoyeyovérwv, and expressed in a way simply 
and fully corresponding with the contrast of the viv xaipéc that follows, as 
well as the special pertinent reason, that our mode of connecting év r. avoyq 
Tt. ©. with dia tr. répeocy x.t.2. ‘brings out more palpably the antithetical re- 
lation of this répeoug to the divine dcxacootvy. Moreover, as avoyf is a moral 
attribute, the temporal conception of év is neither indicated nor appropriate. 
What is indicated and appropriate is simply the use, so common, of éy in 
the sense of the ethical ground. Reiche connects év ri avoy@ tr. Ocov with 
ei¢ évd. T. Ou. avt., Making it co-ordinate with the dia... . dwapr.: ‘‘the 
dixacoobvy showed itself positively in the forgiveness of sins, negatively in 
the postponement of judgment.” Incorrect, .on account of the erroneous 
explanation of 6:4 and dcxatoc. thus necessitated.—Our whole interpretation 
of the passage from 6:4 r. rdpeorv to Oeod is not at variance (as Usteri thinks) 
with Heb. ix. 15 ; for, if God has allowed pre-Christian sins to pass, and 
then has exhibited the atoning sacrifice of Christ in proof of His righteous- 
ness, the death of Christ must necessarily be the Atrpov for the transgres- 
sions committed under the old covenant, but passed over for the time being. 
But there is nothing in our passage to warrant the reference to the sins of 
the people of Israel, as in Heb. J.c. (in opposition to Philippi). 


and agévae alone form the standing mode 
of expression in the N. T. And beyond 
doubt (in opposition to the view of Luther 
and others, and recently Mangold) Paul 
would here have used this form, had he in- 
tended to convey that idea. The mrdpeacs is 
intermediate between pardon and punish- 
ment. Compare Ritschl in the Jahrb. f. D. 
Th. 1863, p. 501. 


1 Paul writes ®cod, not again avrod, be- 
cause he utters the da rhv mdpeow... 
@cod from his own standpoint, so that the 
subject is presented objectively. Comp. Xen. 
Anab. i. 9,15. But even apart from this the 
repetition of the noun instead of the pro- 
noun is of very frequent occurrence in all 
Greek authors, and also in the N. T. (Winer, 
p. 136 [E. T. 144]). 
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Ver. 26. Ipd¢ riv évderéwv] Resumption of the ei¢ évdevEv in ver. 25, and 
that without the dé, ver. 22 (comp. on Luke i. 71); while cic is exchanged 
for the equivalent zpéc unintentionally, as Paul in ver. 30, and also frequent- 
ly elsewhere (comp. on Eph. i. 7 and Gal. ii. 16) changes the prepositions.’ 
The article, however (see the critical notes), serves to set forth the definite, 
historically given évdecécc, which is in accord with the progress of the repre- 
sentation ; for Paul desires to add now with corresponding emphasis the 
historical element év 6 viv kap@ not previously mentioned. The resumption 
is in itself so obvious, and also in such entire harmony with the emphasis 
laid upon the évderEce tH¢ Sixacocbyyc abrov as the chief point, that for this very 
reason the interpretation of Riickert and Gurlitt (comp. Beza), which joins 
mpoc THY évdeEw x.T.A. With did rt. wadpeow . . . . Ocov, and takes it as the 
aim of the zdpeore or the avoy4# (Baumgarten-Crusius ; comp. Hofmann and 
Th. Schott), at once falls to the ground. Mehring, rendering zpéc¢ in ref- 
erence to or in view of, understands the dixacocbvy in ver. 26 to mean imputed 
righteousness, and finds the évdecéc¢ of the latter, ver. 26, in the resurrection 
of Jesus ; but a decisive objection to his view is that Paul throughout gives 
no hint whatever that his expressions in ver. 26 are to be taken in any other 
sense than in ver. 25 ; and a reference to the resurrection in particular is 
here quite out of place ; the passage goes not beyond the atoning death of 
Christ. — ei¢ 7d civac «.7.2. cannot stand in an epexegetical relation to the 
previous ei¢ évderEwv x.7.2. because that évderéce has in fact already been doubly 
expressed, but now the further element kai dcxaovvra x.t.A. is added, which 
first brings into full view the teleology of the iAaorfpiov.  ei¢ Td elvar x.T.2. i8 
therefore the definition presenting the final aim of the whole affirmation 
from év rpoéSeto to kaip@. It is its keystone : that He may be just and justi- 
JSying the believers, which is to be taken as the intended result (comp. on ver. 
4): in order that, through the iAaorfpiov of Christ, arranged in this way and 
for this évdeiéic, He may manifest Himself as One who is Himself righteous, 
and who makes the believer righteous (comp. !Aaorgp. dia tr. wiotewe, Ver. 25). 
He desires to be both, the one not without the other. The eiva: however is 
the being in the appearance corresponding to it. The ‘‘ estimation of the 
moral public” (Morison) only ensues as the consequence of this. Regarding 
tov éx mior. comp. On oi é& épuSeiac, ii, 8. The airév however has not the 
force of ipse or even alone (Luther), seeing it is the subject of the two predi- 
cations dixaiov x. dixacovtvta ; but it is the simple pronoun of the third person. 
Were we to render with Matthias and Mehring? xa? dixacoivta : even when He 
justifies, the cat would be very superfluous and weakening ; Paul would have 
said dixavov dixacoivta, or would have perhaps expressed himself pointedly by 
Sixaiov x. Sixacovvta adixove év riotewe "I. Observe further that the justus et jus- 
tificans, in which lies the swummum paradoxon evangelicum as opposed to the 
O. T. justus et condemnans (according to Bengel), finds its solution and its 
harmony with the O. T. in rév é« riorewe (see chap. iv., i. 17). The Roman 
Catholic explanation of inherent righteousness-(see especially Reithmayr) is 
here the more inept. It is also to be remarked that according to vv. 24-26 


1 Comp. Kiihner, II. 1, p. 475 f. 2 They are joined by Ernesti, Hthik a. Ap. P. p. 32. 
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grace was the determining ground in God, that prompted Him to permit the 
atonement. He purposed thereby indeed the revelation of His righteousness ; 
but to the carrying out of that revelation just thus, and not otherwise, 
namely, through the iraoripiv of Christ, He was moved by His own yépuc. 
Moreover the évdecéi¢ of the divine righteousness which took place through the 
atoning death of Christ necessarily presupposes the satisfactio vicaria of the 
Hofmann’s doctrine of atonement (compensation) * does not per- 
mit the simple and—on the basis of the O. T. conception of atoning sacrifice 
—historically definite ideas of vv. 25, 26, as well as the unbiassed and clear 
representation of the amoAtrpwore in ver. 24 (comp. the Abrpov avri, Matt. 
xx. 28, and dvridurpov, 1 Tim. ii. 6) to subsist alone with it. On the other 
hand these ideas and conceptions given in and homogeneously pervading the 
entire N. T., and whose meaning can by no means be evaded, exclude the 
theory of Hofmann, not merely in form but also in substance, as a deviation 
evading and explaining away the N. T. type of doctrine, with which the 
point of view of a ‘‘ befalling,” the category in which Hofmann invariably 
places the death of Jesus, is especially at variance. And Faith in the aton- 
ing death has not justification merely ‘‘ in its train” (Hofmann in loc.), but 
justification takes place subjectively through faith (vv. 22, 25), and indeed in 
such a way that the latter is reckoned for righteousness, iv. 5, consequently 
ammediately (é&ai¢vnc, Chrysostom). 

Ver. 27. Paul now infers (oiv) from vv. 21-26—in lively interchange of 
question and answer, like a victor who has kept the field—that Jewish 
boasting (not human boasting generally, Fritzsche, Krehl, Th. Schott) is 
excluded.? [See Note XXXIV. p. 149.] The article indicates that which 


e a 
iAaorhpiov. 


1 Tn consequence of man’s having allowed 
himself to be induced through the working 
of Satan to sin, which made him the object 
of divine wrath, the Triune God, in order 
that He might perfect the relation consti- 
tuted by the act of creation between Him- 
self and humanity into a complete fellow- 
ship of love, has had recourse to the most 
extreme antithesis of Father and Son, which 
was possible without self-negation on the 
part of God, namely, the antithesis of the 
Father angry at humanity on account of 
sin, and of the Son belonging in sinlessness 
to that humanity, but approving Himself 
under all the consequences of its sin even 
unto the transgressor’s death that befell 
Him through Satan’s agency ; so that, after 
Satan had done on Him the utmost which he 
was able to do to the sinless One in conse- 
quence of sin, without obtaining any other 
result than His final standing the test, the 
relation of the Father to the Son was now 
a relation of God to the humanity begin- 
ning anew in the Son—a relation no longer 
determined by the sin of the race spring- 
ing from Adam, but by the righteousness 
of the Son.’”? Hofmann in the #7. Zeitschr. 
1856, p. 179 f. Subsequently (see espec. 


Schriftb. 11. 1, p. 186 ff.) Hofmann has sub- 
stantially adhered to his position. See the 
literature of the entire controversy car- 
ried on against him, especially by Philippi, 
Thomasius, Ebrard, Delitzsch, Schneider, 
Weber, given by the latter, vom Zorne 
Gottes, p. xliii. ff. ; Weizsicker in the Jahrod. 
f. Deutsche Theol. 1858, p. 154 ff. It is not to 
the ecclesiastical doctrine, but to Schleier- 
macher’s, and partially also Mencken’s sub- 
jective representation of it, that Hofmann’s 
theory, although in another form, stands 
most nearly related. Comp. on ver. 24: 
and for a more detailed account Ritschl, 
Rechtfertigung und Versdhnung, 1870, I. p. 
569 ff., along with his counter-remarks 
against Hofmann at p. 575 ff. As to keeping 
the Scriptural notion of imputed right- 
eousness clear of all admixture with the 
moral change of the justified, 8ee also Kést- 
lin in the Jahrb. fiir Deutsche Theol. 1856, p. 
105 ff., 118 ff., Gess, in the same, 1857, p. 679 
ff., 1858, p. 713°ff., 1859, p. 467 ff. ; compared 
however with the observations of Philippi 
in his Glaubenslehre, iv. 2, p. 287 ff., 2nd edi- 
tion. 

2 Hofmann’s misconception of ver. 9 still 
affects him, so as to make him think here 
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is known, and has been before mentioned (ii. 17 ff.), looking back to vv. 9 
and 1.—7ov] As it were, seeking that which has vanished from the sphere 
of vision, Luke viii. 25 ; 1 Cor. i. 20, xv. 55; 1 Pet. iv. 18; 2 Pet. iii. 4; 
also frequently used thus by classic writers. — The katynovc is not the object 
of boasting (Reiche), which would be xatynya, but the vaunting itself, which 
is presented with vivid clearness as that which no longer exists. — ééexAeio- 
Jy] obk éte yopav exer, Theodoret. — did roiov véuov ;] scil. étexAetodn, not 
dixatobueda, which Mehring, following Michaelis, wholly without logical 
ground wishes to be supplied. The exclusion, namely, must necessarily 
have ensued through a law no longer allowing the xabyyoi ; but through 
what sort of a law? of what nature is it? Is it one that demands works ? 
No, but a law of faith. In these attributes lies the roiéry¢ of the law, which 
is the subject of inquiry. This cannot have the quality of the Mosaic law, 
which insists upon works, but thereby fosters and promotes the parade of 
_ work-righteousness (ii. 17) ; it must, on the contrary, be a law that requires 
fuith, as is done by the Christian plan of salvation, which prescribes the 
renunciation of all merit through works, and requires us to trust solely in 
the grace of God in Christ. The Christian plan of salvation might be in- 
cluded under the conception of a véduoc, because the will of God is given in 
it by means of the Gospel (comp. 1 John iii. 23), just as in the O. T. revela- 
tion by means of the Mosaic law. And the expression was necessary in the 
connection, because the question dvd roiov véuov ; required both the old and 
new forms of the religious life to be brought under the one conception of 
vouoc. ‘Therefore the literal sense of véuo¢ remains unchanged, and it is 
neither doctrine (Melanchthon and many others) nor religious economy. 
Comp. ix. 31. 

Ver. 28 gives the ground of the obyi x.r.2. — AoyiGdueda] obk ext audeBoriag 
déyerat (Theodore of Mopsuestia) : censemus, we deem, as in ii. 3, viii. 18 ; 
2 Cor. xi. 5. The matter is set down as something that has now been 
brought between Paul and his readers to a common ultimate judgment, 
whereby the victorious tone of ver. 27 is not damped (as Hofmann objects), 
but is on the contrary confidently sealed. —riore:] On this, and not on 
dixacovodat (Th. Schott, Hofmann), lies the emphasis in accordance with the 
entire connection ; ywpic¢ épy. véuov is correlative. Paul has conceived Aoy. 
y. ux. together, and then placed first the word which has the stress ; compare 
the critical observations. The dative denotes the procuring cause or medi- 
um, just like dca riorewe. Bernhardy, p. 101 f. The word ‘‘alone,” added 
by Luther—formerly an apple of discord between Catholics and Lutherans 
(see the literature in Wolf)—did not belong to the translation as such,’ but 
is in explanation justified by the context, which in the way of dilemma ‘“‘ cuts 
off all works utterly” (Luther), and by the connection of the Pauline doc- 
trinal system generally, which excludes also the fides formata.? All fruit 
of faith follows justification by faith ; and there are no degrees in justifica- 


of Christian xodxnors. Comp., forthe right ‘only through faith.” 

view, especially Chrysostom. 2 See Form. Conc. p. 585 f., 691. Comp. on 
1 Luther has not added itin Gal. ii. 16, Gal. ii. 16, Osianderin the Jahrb. f. Deutsche 

where the Niirnberg Bible of 1483 reads Theol. 1863, p. 703 f. ; Morison in doc. 
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tion.?— ywpte épy. véuov] Without the co-operation therein of works of the 
law (ver. 20), which, on the contrary, remain apart from all connection with 
it. Comp. ver. 21. — On the quite general dv8poroyv, a man, comp. Chrysos- 
tom : TH oixoupévy Tac Sbpac avoigag tig owtnpiac, dyoiv, Gvdpwrov, TO Kowvdv THE 
gicews bvoua Geic. See afterwards repitoujy . . . . Kai axpoBvor., ver. 30. 
Comp. Gal. ii. 16. 

Ver. 29. Or—in case what has just been asserted in ver. 28 might still be 
doubted—is it only Jews to whom God belongs ? and not also Gentiles? He 
must, indeed, have only been a God for the Jews, if He had made justifica- - 
tion conditional on works of the law, for in that case it could only be 
destined for Jews,? insomuch as they only are the possessors of the law. 
Consequently vv. 29, 80 contain a further closing thought, crowning the 
undoubted accuracy of the confidently expressed Aoy:féueta x.7.2. in ver. 28. 
The supplying of a-predicative @eé¢ (Hofmann, Morison, and earlier expos- 
itors) is superfluous, since the prevailing usage of elvai twvoc is amply suf- 
ficient to make it intelligible, and it is quite as clear from the context that 
the relationship which is meant is that of being God to the persons in 
question.—How much the vai cat é3véy, said without any limitation whatever 
—in their case, as with "Iovdaiwr, God is conceived as protecting them, and 
guiding to salvation—run counter to the degenerate theocratic exclusive- 
ness. But Paul speaks in the certain assurance, which had been already 
given by the prophetic announcement of Messianic bliss for the Gentiles, 
but which he himself had received by revelation (Gal. i. 16), and which the 
Roman church, a Pauline church, itself regarded as beyond doubt. 

Ver. 30 is to be divided from the previous one merely by acomma. Re- 
garding émeimep, whereas (in the N. T. only here) introducing something 
undoubted, see Hermann, ad Viger. p. 786 ; Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 342 
f.; Baeumlein, p. 204.—The unity of God implies that He is God, not merely 
of the Jews, but also of the Gentiles ; for otherwise another special Deity 
must rule over the Gentiles, which would do away with monotheism. — é¢ 
dixathoer] who shall (therefore) justify. This exposition contains that which 
necessarily follows from the unity of God, in so far as it conditions for both 
parties one mode of justification (which however must be ywpic épywy, ver. 
28). For Jewsas well as for Gentiles He must have destined the way of 
righteousness by faith as the way of salvation. The future is neither put 
for dicacot (Grotius, and many others), nor to be referred with Beza and 
Fritzsche to the time of the final judgment, nor to be taken as the future of 
inference (Riickert, Mehring, Hofmann), but is to be understood as in ver. 
20 of every case of justification to be accomplished. Erasmus rightly says, 
‘‘Respexit enim ad eos, qui adhuc essent in Judaismo seu paganismo, ”— 
The exchange of é« and dia is to be viewed as accidental, without real dif- 
ference, but also without the purpose of avoiding misconception (Mehring). 
Comp. Gal. ii. 16, iii. 8 ; Eph. ii. 8. Unsuitable, especially for the impor- 


1 Comp. Riggenbach (against Romang) in — they would cease to be Gentiles. 

the Stud. u. Krit. 1868, p. 227 ff. 3See on Matt. iii. 9, and in Eisenmen- 
2 Not for the Gentiles also, unless they __ ger’s entdeckt. Judenth. I. p. 587 f. 

become proselytes to Judaism, whereby 
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tant closing thought, is the view of Calvin, followed by Jatho, that there 
is an irony in the difference : ‘‘ Si quis vult habere differentiam gentilis a 
Judaeo, hance habeat, quod ille per fidem, hic vero ex fide justitiam con- 
sequitur.” Theodore of Mopsuestia, Wetstein, Bengel, Hofmann, and 
others explain it by various other gratuitous suggestions ;! van Hengel is 
doubtful—The interchange of ricrewg and ric rior. (from faith through the 
Juith), in which the qualitative expression advances to the concrete with the 
article, is also without special design, as similar accidental interchanges 
often occur in parallel clauses (Winer, p. 110 [E. T. 116]). 

Ver, 31—iv. 24. The harmony of the doctrine of justification by faith with 
the law, illustrated by what is said in the law regarding the justification of 
Abraham.—The new chapter should have begun with ver. 31, since that 
verse contains the theme of the following discussion. If we should, with 
Augustine, Beza, Calvin, Melanchthon, Bengel, and many others, including 
Flatt, Tholuck, KGllner, Riickert, Philippi, van Hengel, Umbreit, and Meh- 
ring, assume that at iv. 1 there is again introduced something new, so that 
Paul does not carry further the véyov ioriuev, v. 31, but in iv. 1 ff. treats of 
a new objection that has occurred to him at the moment, we should then 
have the extraordinary phenomenon of Paul as it were dictatorially dismiss- 
ing an objection so extremely important and in fact so very naturally suggest- 
ing itself, as vduov obv karapyotpev x.t.2., merely by an opposite assertion, 
and then immediately, like one who has not a clear case, leaping away to 
something else. The more paradoxical in fact after the foregoing, and 
especially after the apparently antinomistic concluding idea in ver. 30, the 
assertion véuov icrduev must have sounded, the more difficult becomes the 
assumption that it is merely an anticipatory declaration abruptly interposed 
(see especially Philippi, who thinks it is enlarged on at viii. 1 ff.); and the 
less can ver. 20, did y. véuov éxiyveore duapr. be urged as analogous, since 
that proposition had really its justification there in what preceded. Accord- 
ing to Th. Schott, véu0¢ is not meant to apply to the Mosaic law at all, but 


1 Bengel : “ Judaei pridem in fide fuerant; 
gentiles fidem ab illis recens nacti erant.’ 
Comp. Origen. Similarly Matthias: in the 
case of the circumcised faith appears as the 
ground, in that of the uncircumcised as the 
means of justification; é« ior. signifies: 
because they believe,éa 7. aior: if they be- 
lieve. In the case of the circumcised faith 
is presupposed as covenant-faithfulness. 
Comp. also Bisping. According to Hof- 
mann, Paul is supposed to have said in the 
case of the circumcised in consequence of 
Saith, because these wish to become right- 
eous in consequence of legal works; but in 
the case of the uncircumcised by means of 
faith, because with the latter no other pos- 
sible way of becoming righteous was con- 
ceivable. In the former instance faith is the 
preceding condition ; in the latter the faith 
existing for the purpose of justification 
(therefore accompanied by the article) is 


the means, by which God, who works it, 
helps to righteousness. This amounts toa 
subjective invention of subtleties which 
are equally incapable of proof as of refuta- 
tion, but which are all the more groundless, 
seeing that Paul is fond of such inter- 
changes of prepositions in setting forth the 
same relation (comp. ver. 25 f., and on 2 Cor. 
iii. 11, and Eph. i. %). How frequent are 
similar interchanges also in classic authors ! 
Moreover, in our passage the stress is by 
no means on the prepositions (Hofmann), 
but on meptrouyy and axpoBvoriav. And as 
to the variation of the prepositions, Augus- 
tine has properly observed (de Spir. et lit. 
29) that this interchange serves non ad 
aliquam differentiam, but ad varietatem locu- 
tionis. Comp, on éx miotews Sixacody (here 
said of Jews) also of Gentiles, Gal. iii. 8; 
Rom. ix. 30, and generally i. 17. 


CHAP. III., 31. 145 


to the fact that, according to ver. 27, faith is a véuoc, in accordance with 
which therefore Paul, when making faith a condition of righteousness, as- 
cribes to himself not abrogation of the law, but rather an establishment of 
it, setting up merely what God Himself had appointed as the method of 
salvation. The discourse would thus certainly have a conclusion, but by a 
jugglery* with a word (véuoc) which no reader could, after ver. 28, under- 
stand in any other sense than as the Mosaic law. Hofmann explains sub- 
stantially in the same way as Schott. He thinks that Paul conceives to 
himself the objection that in the doctrine of faith there might be found a 
doing away generally of all law, and now in opposition thereto declares that 
that doctrine does not exclude, but includes, the fact that there is a divine 
order of human life (?). 

Ver. 31. (See Note XXXV. p. 150.) Oiv] The Apostle infers for himself 
from his doctrine of justification éx rictewe .... yople Epywv vduorv—just 
discussed—a possible objection and reproach : Do we then make away with 
the law (render it invalid) through faith ? — véuov] emphatically put. first, and 
here also to be understood neither of the moral law, nor of every law in 
general, nor of the entire O. T., but, as is proved by the antithesis between 
véuoc and rioreg and the reference as bearing on ver. 28, of the Mosaic law. 
Comp. Acts xxi. 28, Gal. iv. 21 f. — dé ric tlor.| t.€. thereby, that we assert 
Jaith as the condition of justification. — vduov ioréuev] Not: we let the law 
stand (Matthias), but : we make it stand, we produce the result that it, so 
far from being ready to fall, in reality stands upright (BeBarovpev, Theodoret) 
in its authority, force, and obligation. Comp. 1 Macc. xiv. 29, ii. 27 ; Ec- 
cles, xliv. 20-22. This iordvew of the law, whereby there is secured to it sta- 
bility and authority instead of the carapyeioba:, takes place by means of (see ch. 
iv.) the Pauline doctrine demonstrating and making good the fact that, and 
the mode in which, justification by the grace of God through faith is already 
taught in the law, so that Paul and his fellow teachers do not come into antag- 
onism with the law, as if they desired to abolish and invalidate it by a new 
teaching, but, on the contrary, by their agreement with it, and by proving 
their doctrine from it, secure and confirm it in its position and essential 
character. — The véuov istduev, however, is so little at variance with the 
abrogation of the law as an institute of works obligatory in order to the becom- 
ing righteous, which has taken place through Christianity (x. 4; 2 Cor. iii. 
7; Gal. iii.; Rom. vii. 4; Gal. ii. 19; Col. ii. 14), that, on the contrary, 
the law had to fall in this aspect, in order that, in another aspect, the same 
law, so far as it teaches faith as the condition of the d:xcavootvy, might be by 
the gospel imperishably confirmed in its authority, and even, according to 
Matth. v. 17, fulfilled. For in respect of this assertion of the value of faith 
the law and the gospel appear one. —If the véyov icrduev and its relation 
to the abrogation of the law be defined to mean that ‘‘ from faith proceeds 
the new obedience, and the love develops itself, which is the rAgpaua védpor, 
xiii. 10” (Philippi ; comp. Riickert, Krehl, Umbreit, Morison), as Augus- 


1 This objection in no way affects the very moiov placed along with it requires the 
question dca roiov véuov, ver. 27 (in opposi- _general notion of vémov. : > 
tion to Hofmann’s objection), where the 2 Comp. Weiss, Bibl. Theol. p. 333. 
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tine, Melanchthon, who nevertheless mixes up with it very various elements, 
Luther, Calvin, Beza, Vatablus, Calovius, and others assumed (comp. also 
Apol. C. A. p. 83, 228), the further detailed illustration of ch. iv. is quite 
as much opposed to this view, as it is to the interpretations which conceive 
the law as pedagogically leading to Christ (Grotius, Olshausen), or as fulfilled 
in respect of its object, which is justification by faith (Chrysostom, Oecume- 
nius, Theophylact, and others.’) In the case of the two latter views, faith 
appears as something added to the law, which is just what Paul combats in 
ch. iv. On the form icréyev, from iordw, see Matthiae, p. 482, Winer, p. 75 
[E. T. 78]. Still the icrdvowev, recommended by Griesbach and adopted by 
Lachmann and Tischendorf, has preponderant attestation (so also ¥* ; but 
x** has ior@uev), which is here decisive (in opposition to Fritzsche), espe- 
cially when we take into account the multitude of other forms in MSS. (ord- 
VOMEV, LoTapEV, OvVLOTapEV, CumoTdvopuer et al.). 


Notrs py American Eprror. 
XXIII. Ver. 1. 1d repicody. 


TO weptoody is the superiority of the Jew over the Gentile, which was con- 
nected with the old covenant, and 7 d¢éAea the advantage which circumcision 
gave, as the sign of this superiority. To the Judaistic party of the Apostle’s 
day the position taken in ii, 25-29 would naturally seem to deny any superi- 
ority whatever ; and thus the objection was sure to arise, at this point, which 
the Apostle now proceeds to meet. He explains that the Jew stands at an ad- 
vantage in many points, which are summed up, indeed, in the possession of the 
O. T. Scriptures—and that this is the true meaning of that in which they 
gloried ; but that, in the matter of justification by works before God, they 
were on the same level with the Gentiles. All alike must fail of such justi- 
fication, because all alike had sinned. 


XXIV. Ver. 2. mpédrov piv ydp x.7.A. 


The explanation given by Meyer of the omission of other points which would 
naturally follow the first is undoubtedly correct—that the writer was led away 
from his original intention by the question of ver. 3. We may believe, how- 
ever, that he did not return to the plan of enumerating the other advantages, 
after concluding the line of thought in vv. 3-8, because he felt that the one 
mentioned really involved in itself all the rest. 


XXV. Ver. 2. ra Aéyia Tod Beod. 


The oracles of God, in the sense here intended, are the O. T. Scriptures, 
viewed as containing the covenant of God with its law and promises, and not 
merely the Messianic prophetic utterances. The argument for the latter 
reference, which is founded on a supposed necessity of giving to amoria and 


1°O yap HdeArev O vémos,- TovTéaTL TO Stixatooar TedeLor’ Sov yap TO muoTedoat Tiva SicarodTat, 
évdpwrov, ovK ioxuae 5é TorHeat, ToUTO H miotts Theophylact. 
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arvoreiv the sense of unbelief, is, as Weiss also intimates, unsound ; the contrary, 
being proved, as he says, by 2 Tim. ii. 13, The entire view of Meyer with 
regard to these words in this and the following verse is, as de Wette well re- 
marks, altogether opposed to the Apostle’s standpoint in these verses, which 
is outside of the Christian system, and to the connection with the preceding 
and following context, in which the transgressions of the law on the part of 
the Jews, and the judgment of God on purely legal principles, are under dis- 
cussion. 


XXVI. Ver. 3. ti ydp ei Ariornody Tivec ; 


The more probable view of this verse is, that the Apostle anticipates a 
question which might be pressed by an opponent in the discussion—namely, 
does not this statement, that the Jews have the O. T., involve the admis- 
sion of all that they claim (cf. ov, ii. 3), for, surely, the want of faithfulness to 
the covenant on the part of some will not destroy God’s fidelity to His promise. 
To this latter point (ver. 3) he replies by the emphatic yu? yévorro, which involves 
two elements—a negative answer to the question, and an utter rejection of the 
thought as abhorrent to right feeling. It is to the second of these two elements 
that ver. 4, with its Psalm-quotation, attaches itself. In a similar way, at ver. 
6, he again supposes a question suggesting itself from the other party: If, as 
(s implied in ver. 4, God’s righteousness is even rendered conspicuous by their 
unrighteousness, does it not show injustice in God to inflict a penalty on those 
who thus contribute to His glory? To this question he replies with the same 
emphatic phrase, and attaches to the first of its two elements (see above), the 
following verses, which contain a confirmation of the negative. Such a posi- 
tion would do away with all Divine judgment, and would lead to the pernicious 
and untenable doctrine, that we may do evil that good may come. 


XXVII. Vv. 5, 6. yu) yévouto, — Kata dvbpwror, 


un) yévorto is used by Paul only in the Epistles of the same section and class 
to which this Ep. belongs (Rom., Gal., Cor.). It always has the meaning given 
in the preceding note, and the connection of the following words with it may 
vary in different cases, as it does in this context. «até dvOpwrov also occurs 
only in these Epistles—everywhere meaning, after the manner of a man outside 
of the Divine sphere. The particular signification, within the limits of this gen- 
eral sense, is determined in each instance by the context. 


XXVIII. Ver. 5. pp ddixog 6 Oedc. 


The Apostle is not to be regarded, in this passage (vv. 1-8), as introducing 
an opponent into his discourse, as if in a dialogue, or directly quoting his 
language. The form of the question in ver. 5, ui) ddcxog x.7.4. is clear evidence 
of this, for the objector would have put the inquiry in the form which looks 
for an affirmative answer, and not, as here, for a negative one. On the other 
hand, he carries forward his entire argument in his own person, and formulates 
for himself the objections, difficulties, or questions which, as he conceives, 
might be presented. 
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XXIX. Ver. 9. mpoeyoueba. 


The explanation of rpoeydueba, to which Meyer here refers, has in its favor 
the fact that the passage from Plutarch may be cited as justifying it, while no 
passage is found sustaining the interpretation given by Tholuck, de Wette, and 
others, or, where the verb stands without an obj. accusative, that given by 
Meyer himself. Every other argument which the case affords, however, seems 
to bear against this explanation--are we surpassed. (a) There is nothing in 
the preceding context, or in the position which Paul maintains anywhere, to 
suggest such a question. (b) His entire course of reasoning from ii. 1 onward 
is intended to show that the Jew is on a level with the Gentile in respect to 
justification by works, not that he stands on a lower position. (c) The follow- 
ing verses do not harmonize with this view of the word. They do not set . 
forth the proof that the Gentiles are not better than the Jews, but that the 
Jews are not better than the Gentiles. (d) Such a question would not readily 
come from the Jewish side. (e) Ver. 19 shows that in vv. 10-18 he had 
special reference to the Jews, and that his object in this passage is the same as 
that which he had in view in the previous chapter. This explanation, which 
is adopted in R. V. by the English revisers, must, accordingly, be rejected. 
The view of Meyer must also be set aside. It hasno greater support from 
usage than that of de Wette and A. V. Indeed, it is less difficult to suppose 
that the writer uses the middle voice of this verb, after the analogy of many 
other verbs, in the simple active sense, or, with Grimm and Philippi, as mean- 
ing have we an advantage for ourselves, than that he fails to insert rv, which is 
called for by Meyer’s view, and could so easily have been expressed. More- 
over, the following context is not suited to the question, Do we put forward 
anything in our defence (as Weiss ed. Mey. also agrees), while it is precisely 
adapted to the question, Have we any advantage or superiority ? The American 
revisers have rightly favored this latter explanation (R. V., Appendix). The 
objection made by Meyer to this view of the word, that it is at variance with 
ver. 2, is without force, since, after showing that the possession of the O. T., 
though giving the Jews a superiority to the Gentiles in a certain degree, did not 
place them at any advantage in respect to the matter in discussion (i.e. the 
escaping the divine condemnation), it was most natural that the question 
should be renewed, Do the Jews have any real advantage in this vital point? 
The view of Godet, that the verb means are we sheltered, seems to accord 
neither with usage nor with the context. 


XXX. Ver. 20. dudre &§ Eoyav vouov, K.T.A. 


This verse is grammatically connected with the preceding, as Meyer explains. 
At the same time, the first part of the verse contains what is, in substance, a 
statement of the result of the foregoing argument, i. 18-iii. 19—namely, that 
from works of the law there is no justification for any one. This negative re- 
sult being reached, the positive conclusion follows without proof (see note on 
i. 17 above) in ver. 21 ff. The second part of the verse adds a confirmation of 
this negative statement, by pointing to the fact that the law leads to a full 
knowledge of sin—thus, to a very different end from justification. The author 
does not dwell on this latter point, as it is outside of the line of his present 
‘thought todo so. His purpose is answered here by the mere presentation of it. 
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XXXI. Ver. 21. vuvi db? yapic véuov dixaroobvn K.7.A. 


In vv. 21, 22, the proposition of i. 17 is repeated, as now established. ydp of 
_ the last clause of ver. 22 introduces this clause as connected with mdvtag tov¢ 
m.ot.—all, for there is no distinction, and then ver, 23 is added in immediate 
connection with this ; there is no distinction, for (yap, ver. 23) all sinned, ete. 
These clauses, in their relation to each other and to the entire preceding argu- 
ment, clearly show, that the distinction referred to is that between Jews and 
Gentiles, and that all means Jews as well as Gentiles, as opposed to Gentiles only. 
Vv. 23-26 are subordinate to vv. 21, 22 through these two particles (ydp) ; never- 
theless, in these verses the writer incidentally and easily passes to a more full 
statement—almost a definition—of justification by faith. They constitute in 
one aspect, therefore, a very important part of this passage in which the origi- 
nal proposition is repeated. 


XXXII. Ver. 23. mdvre¢ yap juaprov. 


This verb is translated in A. V. and R. V. have sinned. The aor. is to be ex- 
plained from the standpoint taken by the author :—the sinning is a thing defi- 
nitely past when the question of their present position before God is raised. 
Dr. Charles Hodge says on this word, as here used, ‘‘ The idea that all men 
now stand in the posture of sinners before God might be expressed either by 
saying all have sinned (and are sinners), or all sinned. The latter is the form 
adopted by the Apostle.’’ Cf., however, his view of the same verb and tense 
in v. 12. 

XXXITI. Ver. 24. dixacovpevor «.7.A, 


Sixatovpevor is, viewed grammatically, a circumstantial participle connected with 
sotepoovra. According to the underlying thought, this word, with the following 
context, brings out the only method of justification for all who have sinned. 
In the explanation of the method thus given, we find (a) the gratuitous char- 
acter of the justification, dwpedv ; (b) the origin of it (here expressed, indeed, 
by the dat. instrum.) 77 avrod ydpite; (c) the objective means, did tH¢ amo ; (d) 
the subjective means, d.d miotewe ; (e) the relation to it of Christ’s sacrifice, 
mpoéOeto iAaothpiov év TH abt. aluate ; (f) the reason for this sacrifice, eg évderéw 
THS OtK, K.T.A ; (g) the final purpose, ei¢ 7d elvac—’Inood, 


XXXIV. Ver. 27. rod ody 7 Kavynore. 


Two points should be noticed here. (1) The glorying alluded to in the pre- 
vious part of the Epistle is that of the Jews concerning the advantageous po- 
sition which they claimed for themselves as related to the judgment of God, 
This glorying, therefore, must be that which is intended by 7 xaiynoue of this 
verse. (2) The question which is raised and answered respecting this glory- 
ing is introduced by the particle ody. It is, accordingly, suggested to the writ- 
er’s mind as a natural result of the immediately preceding verses (21-26). 
In view of these points, we must hold that Meyer’s understanding of this verse 
and those which follow (28-30) is correct, and that we have here an inference 
or corollary from the proposition, vv. 21, 22. This proposition, being estab- 
lished, carries with it the exclusion of all such Jewish boasting. Godet’s expla- 
nation, which makes vv. 27-31 a proof of the harmony of justification by 
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faith with the true meaning of the law (vv. 27, 28 showing that the gospel ex- 

cludes justification by works, as vv. 9-20 had already shown that the law ex-. 
cluded it), is contrary to the indications of the passage as stated above, and is 
so artificial as to render it improbable. Weiss ed. Mey. agrees with Fritzsche 
and Schott in referring the catynorc to “ human glorying in general,’’ But this 
view is at variance with the points indicated above. 


XXXV. Ver. 31. vduov obv karapyotpmev x.7.A. 


We may determine the meaning and connection of this verse by the obser- 
vation of certain facts in the case. (1) véuov, as here found, immediately fol- 
lows vouov of ver. 28 (vv. 29, 30 being merely a proof of the statement of ver, 
28). The reference in the two cases must, therefore, be to the samelaw. In 
the former verse, however, inasmuch as it is connected with éoywv and contrast- 
ed with riore:, véuov means the Mosaic law. The view of Hofmann, therefore 
(with whom, on this point, Weiss ed. Mey. apparently agrees), that the refer- 
ence in ver. 31 is to ‘‘a divine order in human life,’’ must be rejected. Hof- 
mann argues for his view from véuov of ver. 27, but the word is evidently there 
used in a peculiar sense, for the special purposes of that verse. Moreover, as 
vouov has there a connection with faith as well as with works (the one economy or 
system being contrasted with the other), the question of ver. 31, had this sense 
been intended, would hardly have been presented with véuov only : it would 
have asked as to the doing away with any divine ordering, or all idea of divine 
ordering. (2) The next chapter discusses the case of Abraham; that is, it 
presents the proof of justification by faith which is derived from the fact that 
this was the system involved in the covenant with the father of the Jewish 
people. This is the same argument for the Pauline doctrine which is brought 
forward in the Epistle to the Galatians, chap. iii. vv. 6-10. The first half of 
this fourth chapter (vv. 3-12) corresponds very closely with Gal. iii. 6, 7, and 
the second half, ver, 13 ff. with Gal. iii. 8-10. Following the more general 
argument (i. 18—iii. 30) we have, therefore, that which comes from the older 
Scriptures ; and between the two this verse is inserted. This position of the 
new question and its answer indicates that they are designed by the writer to 
be in the direct line of his argument, and thus that they open the way for 
the fourth chapter. The view of Shedd, Hodge, Philippi, Morison, and others, 
that the question has reference to a nullification of the law in its moral obli- 
gation, or thatthe Apostle’s reply defends the faith-system from the charge of 
having an antinomian tendency, is accordingly excluded. This view of these 
writers is also rendered improbable by the fact alluded to by Meyer, that, if it 
be adopted, we must regard the Apostle as having raised an objection of a very 
serious character, which he dictatorially dismisses with no proof of his neg. 
ative answer. 
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CHAPTER IV. 


Ver. 1. ’ABpadu . . . evpnxévac] Lachm. and Tisch. (8) read etpyx. "Ap. tés 
mporatopa juov, Which Griesb. also approved. This position of the words has 
indeed preponderant attestation (A C DE FG 8, min., Copt. Arm, Vulg. It. 
and several Fathers), but may be suspected of being a transposition intended to 
connect «ard odpxa with tov ratépa jyu., as in fact this construction was prev- 
alent among the ancients. mpordropa (Lachm.) though attested by A B C*¥ 8, 
5, 10, 21, 137, Syr. Copt. Arm. Aeth. and Fathers, appears all the more proba- 
bly a gloss, since zarépa here is not used in a spiritual sense as it is afterwards 
in vy. 11, 12, 17, 18. — Ver. 11. mepitoufc] Griesb. recommended repitou7v, which 
however is only attested by A. C*, min., Syr. utr. Arm. and some Fathers ; and 
on account of the adjoining accusatives very easily slipped in, especially in 
the position after éJaBe.—xai airoic] cai is wanting in A B &*, min. Ar. pol. 
Vulg. ms. Orig. in schol. Cyr. Damasc. Condemned by Mill and Griesb., 
omitted by Lachm, and Tisch. (8). But after the final syllable NAJ the xai, 
not indispensable for the sense, was very easily overlooked. On the other hand 
the ground assumed for its addition, by Reiche, that ‘‘ the copyists would not 
have the Jews altogether excluded,” cannot be admitted as valid, because in 
fact the Jews are immediately after, ver. 12, expressly included. — The article 
before dixacocdvnv, which Tisch, (8) has omitted, has preponderant attestation. 
Its omission is connected with the old reading (A) ei¢ duxacoovvny (comp. ver. 9, 
v. 3). Ver. 12. ric év tH axpoZ. riot.]. The reading rig mior. tie év T. axpoZ., 
recommended by Griesb. and adopted by Scholz, lacks the authority of most 
and the best uncials, and seems a mechanical alteration after ver. 11. The 
article 7 however is, with Tisch. in accordance with decisive testimony, to be 
deleted, and to be regarded as having been likewise introduced from ver. 11 (not 
as omitted after ver. 10, as Fritzsche thinks). — Ver. 15. od yép] A B C &*, min., 
Copt. Syr. p. (in margin), Theodoret, Theophyl. Ambr. Ruf. read ov dé. 
Recommended by Griesb. and adopted by Lachm. Fritzsche, Tisch. (8). An 
alteration, occasioned by the contrast on failing to perceive the appropriateness 
of meaning in the ydp. — Ver. 17. éxiotevoe] F G and some vss. and Fathers 
read éxiorevoac (so Luther). The xarévavti od x.7.2. was still regarded as belong- 
ing to the passage of Scripture. — Ver. 19. od] Wanting in A BC 8, 67**, 93, 
137, Syr. Erp. Copt. Chrys. Damasc. Julian. Condemned by Griesb. and 
deleted by Lachm. and Tisch. (8). But this omission of the od, as well as the 
very weakly attested d¢ and licet, manifestly arose from incorrectly having re- 
gard here to Gen. xvii. 17 (as is done even by Buttmann, new. Gr. p. 305 f. 
[E. T. 355 f.] and Hofmann). See the exegetical remarks. — 767] Wanting in 
B F G 47 et. al. and several vss, and Fathers. Bracketed by Lachm. deleted by 
Fritzsche and Tisch. It is to be regarded as an addition, which suggested it- 
self very easily, whereas there would have been no reason for its omission. 
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Ver. 1. Oiv] Accordingly, in consequence of the fact that we do not abro- 
gate the law through faith, but on the contrary establish it.! This ot» 
brings in the proef to be adduced from the history of Abraham (‘‘ confir- 
matio ab exemplo,” Calvin), for the véuov ioréuev just asserted (iii. 31), in the 
form of an inference. For if we should have to say that Abraham our father 
has attained anything (namely, righteousness) xara cdpxa, that would presup- 
pose that the law, which attests Abraham’s justification, in nowise receives 
establishment 6:a tio wiorews (iii. 31). Hence we have not here an objection, 
but a question proposed in the way of inference by Paul himself, the an- 
swer to which is meant to bring to light, by the example of Abraham, the 
correctness of his véuov ior. [See Note XXXVI. p.173.] His object is not to 
let the matter rest with the short and concise dismissal of the question in iii. 
31, but to enter into the subject more closely ; and this he does now by at- 
taching what he has further to say to the authoritatively asserted, and in 
his own view established, véuov iordvouev in the form of an inference. More- 
over, the whole is to be taken as one question, not to be divided into two 
by a note of interrogation after épotwev ; in which case there is harshly and 
arbitrarily supplied to etpyxévac (by Grotius, Hammond, Clericus, Wetstein, 
and Michaelis) d:cavootvyv, or at least (van Hengel) the pronoun 7 represent- 
ing that word, which however ought to have been immediately suggested 
by the context, as in Phil. iii. 12.7 In the affirmation itself ’A@p. is the sud- 
ject (quid dicemus Abrahamum nactum esse?). Th. Schott, by an unhappy 
distortion of the passage, makes him the object (‘‘ why should we then say that 
we have gained Abraham in a fleshly, natural sense for our ancestor ?”) This 
misconception should have been precluded by attending to the simple fact, 
that in no passage in our Epistle (and in other Epistles the form of expres- 
sion does not occur) does the ri in ri obdv époiwev mean why. Hofmann, who 
had formerly (Schriftb. II. 2, p. 76 ff.) apprehended it in substance much 
more correctly, now agrees with Schott in so far that he takes ré ody épotpev 
as a question by itself, but then explains ’Afpadu likewise as the object, so 
that the question would be, whether the Christians think that they have found 
Abraham as their forefather after the flesh? ‘The origin of the church of 
God, to which Christians belong, goes back to Abraham. In fleshly fashion 
he is their ancestor, if the event through which he became such (namely, 
the begetting of Isaac) lie within the sphere of the natural human life ; i 
spiritual fashion, on the other hand, if that event belong to the sphere of 
the history of salvation and its miraculous character, which according to 
the Scripture (comp. Gal. iv. 23) is the case.” This exposition cannot be 
disputed on linguistic grounds, especially if, with Hofmann, we follow 
Lachmann’s reading. But it is, viewed in reference to the context, errone- 
ous. For the context, as vv. 2, 3 clearly show, treats not of the contrast 


1 Observe, in reference to ch. iv. (with 
iii. 31), of what fundamental and profound 
importance, and how largely subject to 
controversy, the relation of Christianity to 
Judaism was in the Apostolic age, particu- 
larly in the case of mixed churches, The 


minute discussion of this relation, there 
fore, in a doctrinal Epistle so detailed, can- 
not warrant the assumption that the church 
was composed mainly of Jews, or at least 
(Beyschlag).of proselytes. 

2 Comp. Nagelsbach on Jl. 1, 76, 302, ed. 3. 


/ 
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between the fleshly and the spiritual fatherhood of Abraham in the case of 
Christians, but of the justification of the ancestor, as to whether it took place 
kata oapxa or by faith. Moreover, if ’A8p..was intended to be the object, 
Paul would have expressed himself as unintelligibly as possible, since in vv. 
2, 3 he in the most definite manner represents him as the subject, whose ac- 
tion is spoken of. If we take Hofmann’s view, in which case we do not at 
all see why the Apostle should have expressed himself by evpnxévat, he would 
have written more intelligibly by substituting for this the simple eiva:, so 
that ’A8p. would have been the subject in the question, as well as in what 
follows. Finally the proposition that Abraham, as the forefather of belien- 
ers as such, was so not Kar&é odpxa, was so perfectly self-evident, both with 
reference to the Jewish and the Gentile portion of the Iopap Ocov, that Paul 
would hardly have subjected it to discussion as the theme of so earnest a 
question, while yet no reader would have known that in xara odpxa he was 
to think of the miraculous begetting of Isaac. For even without the latter 
Abraham would be the rpordrwp of believers xara rveipa, namely, through 
his justification by faith, ver. 9 ff.—+r. rarépa ju.] ‘¢fundamentum conse- 
quentiae ab Abrahamo .ad nos,” Bengel. Comp. ver. 11 f.  juov however 
(comp. James ii. 21) is said from the Jewish standpoint, not designating 
Abraham as the spiritual father of the Christians (Reiche, Hofmann, Th. 
Schott), a point that is still for the present (see ver. 11) quite out of view. 
—ata odpxa] [See Note XXXVII. p. 174] is, following the Peshito, with 
most expositors to be necessarily joined to eipyx.; not, with Origen, Ambro- 


- siaster, Chrysostom, Photius, Theophylact, Erasmus, Castalio, Toletus, 


Calvin, whom Hofmann, Th. Schott, Reithmayr, Volkmar in Hilgenfeld’s 
Zeitschr, 1862, p. 221 ff., follow, to r. rarépa ju. (not even although Lach- 
mann’s reading were the original one); for the former, and not the latter, 
needed the definition. Abraham has really attained righteousness, only not 
kata odpxa, and é& épywy in ver. 2 corresponds to the xara cdpxa. Besides with 
our reading the latter connection is impossible. — The odpé on its ethical 
side ' is the material-psychic human nature as the life-sphere of moral weak- 
ness and of sinful power in man, partly as contrasted with the higher intel- 
lectual and moral nature of the man himself, which is his rveiua along with 
the vov¢ (i. 9, vii. 18, 25, and see on Eph. iv. 23), and partly as opposed to 
the superhuman divine life-sphere and its operation, as here ; see the se- 
quel, Hence kara odpxa is : conformably to the bodily nature of man in ac- 
cordance with its natural power, in contrast to the working of divine grace, 
by virtue of which the etpyxévac would not be xara odpxa, but card rveiua, 
because taking place through the Spirit of God. Comp. on John iii. 6. 


1 The most recent literature on this sub- 
ject: Ernesti, Urspr.d Stinde, I. p. 71 ff.; 
Tholuck in the Stud. u. Krit. 1855, 3; Hahn, 
Theol. d. N. Test. 1. p. 426 ff. ; Delitzsch, 
Psychol. p. 374 ff.; Holsten, Bedeutung des 
Wortes cép&im N. Test. 1855, and Ev. d. Paul. 
u, Petr. p. 365 ff. ; Baur in the Theol. Jahrb. 
1857, p. 96 ff.; and Neut. Theol. p. 142f.; 
Wieseler on Gal. p. 443 ff. ; Beck, Lehrwiss. 


§ 22 ; Kling in Herzog’s Encyki. IV. p. 419 ff.; 
Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 557 ff.; Weber, 
vom Zorne Gottes, p. 80 ff.; also Ritschl, 
altkath. Kirche, p. 66 ff.; Luthardt, vom freien 
Willen, p. 394 ff.; Rich. Schmidt, Pavwiin. 
Christol. 1870, p. 8 ff. ; Weiss, dib/. Theol. § 93 ; 
Philippi, Glaubensi. III. p. 207 ff., and the 
excursus thereon, p. 231 ff., ed. 2. For the 
earlier literature see Ernesti, -p. 50. 
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Since the épya are products of the human phenomenal nature and conditioned 
by its ethical determination, not originating from the divine life-element, 
they belong indeed to the category of the xara odpxa, and é& épywv is the cor- 
relative of kara odpxa (wherefore also Paul continues, ver. 2, ei yap ’Afp. &€& 
pywv x.7.2.), but they do not exhaust the whole idea of it, as has often been 
assumed, following Theodoret (xara odpxa tiv év Epyoic, Aéyer, ewerdHmep dra 
tov odpatoc éxrAnpoduev Ta Epya), and is still assumed by Reiche. Kéllner, 
limiting it by anticipation from ver. 4, holds that it refers to the human 
mode of earning wages by labour. Entirely opposed to the context, and also 
to the historical reference of ver. 8, is the explanation of circwmeision (Pela- 
gius, Ambrosiaster, Vatablus, Estius, and others ; ; including Koppe, Flatt, 
Baur, and Mehring) which Riickert also mixes a at the same time that he 
explains it of the épyoi. Philippi also refers it to both. — On ebpyx., adep- 
tum esse, comp. ebpeiv xépdoc, Soph. Hl. 1297, apxfv, Dem. 69, 1. The middle 
is still more expressive, and more usual ; see Kriiger, § 52, 10, 1, Xen. ii. 1, 
8, and Kiihner in loc. The perfect infinitive is used, because Abraham 7s 
realized as present ; see ver. 2. 

Ver. 2. The question in ver. 1 contained the negative sense, which had 
therefore necessarily to be limited by xara cépxa: ‘‘ We may not assert that 
Abraham has obtained anything according to the flesh.” The reason for 
this is now assigned (yép) : ‘‘ For, assuming that Abraham has been justified 
by works” (as was the Jewish opinion),* ‘‘he has cause for boasting,” namely, 
that he has attained righteousness through his actions, but he has not this 
ground of boasting with respect to God (as if his justification were the 
divine act), since, namely, in the case supposed it is not God to whom he 
owes the justification, but on the contrary he has himself earned it, and God 
would simply have to acknowledge it as a human self-acquirement. God 
has not, in that supposed case, done anything for him, on account of which 
he might thus boast with regard to God as his justifier ; for 7 rov ayadav 
Epywv TAfpwowe avVTOVE oTEPavot TOKE Epyalopévonre, THY JE T. OEOV 
gtaavSporiav ot deixvvow, Theodoret. Comp. also Chrysostom, Oecu- 
menius, and Theophylact. Thus for the proper understanding of this 
difficult passage (Chrysostom : dcagée 7d eipyuévov) we must go back to the 
explanation of the Greek expositors, which is quite faithful both to the 
words and the context. Comp. on vv. 3, 4. This interpretation, now 
adopted also by Tholuck (comp. Reithmayr and Th. Schott), has especially 
this advantage, that éxaé0, is not taken otherwise than in the entire 
development of the dccavocbvg cov, not therefore as somewhat indefinite and 
general (‘‘justus apparuit,” Grotius), in which case it would remain a ques- 
tion by whom Abraham was found righteous (Riickert, Philippi ; comp. 
Beza and others ; also Grotius and Koppe, and, with trifling variation, de 
Wette, likewise Becht in the Stud. u. Krit. 1848, p. 429 ff., Volkmar, seal 
others. That Abraham was justified with God was known is no Jew other- 


1In the Talmud it iseveninferred from 2; Beresch. rabba f. 57,4. Comp. the pas- 
Gen. xxvi. 5 that Abraham kept the whole sages from Philo quoted by Schnecken- 
law of Moses. . Kiddusch f. 82,1; Jomaf.28, burger in the Stud. u. Krit. 1833, p. 135. 
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wise,’ and no reader could in accordance with the entire context understand 
édixacdy otherwise, than in this definite sense, consequently in the solemn 
absolute sense of the Apostle (in opposition to Lipsius, Rechtfertigungs!. p- 
35). The only question was, whether & ipywv or é« riotewe. If we suppose 
the former case, it is indeed for Abraham worthy of all honour, and he may 
boast of that which he has himself achieved, but with reference to God, as 
if He had justified him, he has no ground for boasting.? Observe besides, 
that rpd¢ is used not in the sense of évémiov, coram (Hofmann : over against), 
or apud (Vulgate), but in accordance with the quite common usage of éyevv 
with the object of the thing (to have something to do, to say, to boast, to 
ask, to censure, etc.), and with specification of the relation of reference to 
some one through rpé¢ twa, The opposite of éyew xabynua rpdc is Eyew 
pougnv mpdc, Col. iii. 13. The special mode of the reference is invariably 
furnished by the context, which here, in accordance with the idea of 
dixatoobvy Oeodv, suggests the notion that God is the bestower of the blessing 
meant by xabynua. To that the éyewv xabynua of Abraham does not refer, if 
he was justified by works. In the latter case he cannot boast of himself : 
6 Oed¢ ue Edikaiwoe, Oecd Td dHpov. Reiche and Fritzsche, following Calvin, 
Calovius, and many others, have discovered here an incomplete syllogism. 
[See Note XXXVIII. p. 174], in which 447 ob xpdc 7. Ocdv is the minor 
premiss, and the conclusion is wanting, to this effect : ‘‘ Si suis bene factis 
Dei favorem nactus est, habet quod apud Deum glorietur. . . . ; sed non 
habet, quod apud Deum glorietur, quum libri s. propter fidem, non propter 
pulchre facta eum Deo probatum esse doceant (ver. 3)... . ; non est 
igitur Abr. ob bene facta Deo probatus,” Fritzsche.* Forced, and even 
contrary to the verbal sense ; for through the very contrast 442’ ob 7m. r. 0. 
the simple xabynua is distinguished from the xabynua mpd¢ Tr. Oedv, as one that 
takes place not xpdc¢ rdv Ocdv. Paul must have written : Eyer xabynua mpdc 
Tov Oedv" GAN’ (or GAAd ppv) obK Eye. Mehring takes 447’ ob mpodc¢ Tov Ocdv as a 
question: ‘‘Tf Abraham has become righteous by works, he has glory, but 
has he it not before God?” But in what follows it is the very opposite of 
the affirmation, which this question would imply, that is proved. If the 
words were interrogative, 442d uf must have been used instead of 447? ob (but 
yet not before God?) Hofmann, in consequence of his erroneous exposition of 
ver. 1, supposes that Paul wishes to explain how he came to propose the ques- 
tion in ver, 1, and to regard an answer to it as necessary. What is here 
involved, namely, is nothing less than a contradiction between what Chris- 
tians say of themselves (when they deny all possibility of becoming righteous 


1 Comp. Eccles. xliv. 19 ff.; Manass. 8; 
Joseph. Antt. xi. 5,7; Eisenmenger, entdeckt. 
Judenth. I. p. 322, 348, 

? Van Hengel places a point after xavy., 
vand takes aAd’ ov mpds 7. Gedy as an inde- 
pendent sentence, in which he supplies se- 
cundum literas sacras, making the sense: 
“Atqui gloriandi materiam Deum Abra- 
hamo denegare videmus in libris sacris.” 
But that is, in fact, not there. Against my 


own interpretation in the ist ed. (making 
ei... . edtxarwdy the question, and then 
éxer. ... @edv the answer negativing it) 
see Philippi. The «i must be the dialectic 
if. 
? Soin substance also Kraussold in the 
Stud. u. Krit. 1842, p. 783; Baur in the Theol. 
Jahrb. 1857, p. 71; Koéstlin in the Jahrb. f. 
Deutsche Theol. 1856, p. 92. 
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by their own actions), and what holds good of ‘‘an Abraham,” the father of 
the people of God. If the latter has become righteous through his own 
action, he has glory, and by this very circumstance his ancestorship is dis- 
tinguished from that of all others. But then the Scripture teaches that 
what God counted worthy in Abraham was his faith, and it is therefore 
clear that the glory which he has, if he has become righteous by works, is 
no glory in presence of God, and consequently 7s not jitted to be the basis of his 
position in sacred history. This is a chain of ideas imported into the pas- 
sage ; instead of which it was the object of the Apostle himself merely to 
set forth the simple proposition that Abraham was not justified by works, 
and not at all to speak of the mode in which the Christian ancestorship of 
the patriarch came to subsist. —xabyjua (comp. on Phil. i. 26, ii. 16) is 
throughout the N. T. materies gloriandi ; as also in the LXX. and Apoc- 
rypha ; although in classic authors’ it also occurs as the equivalent of 
—Kabynorc, gloriatio. In Gal. vi. 4, also, it is joined with éyev. 
Ver. 3. I am right in saying : ov mpdc¢ rdv Oedv, for Scripture expressly de- 
rives the justification of Abraham from his faith, not from his works, and 
indeed as something received through imputation ; so that he consequently 
possesses, not the previously supposed righteousness of works, but the 
righteousness of faith as a favour of God, and has ground for boasting of 
his righteousness in reference to God. That righteousness by works he would 
have earned himself. Comp. ver. 4. The emphasis lies on éziorevoe and 
édoyiodn, not on tH OeH (Mehring). See ver. 4 f. The passage quoted is 
Gen. xv. 6, according to the LXX., which renders the active J2¥m™) by the 
passive x. édoyiodn. In the Hebrew what is spoken of is the faith which 
Abraham placed in the divine promise of a numerous posterity, and which 
God put to his account as righteousness, NPT¥, z.e. as full compliance with 
the divine will in act and life; comp. on Gal. iii. 6. Paul however has not 
made an unwarrantable use of the passage for his purpose (Riickert), but has 
really understood dvxaoobvy in the dogmatic sense, which he was justified in 
doing since the imputation of faith as NPT¥ was essentially the same judi- 
cial act which takes place at the justification of Christians. This divine 
act began with Abraham, the father of the faithful, and was not essentially 
different in the case of later believers. Even in the zoretev t¢ Oey on the 
part of Abraham Paul has rightly discerned nothing substantially different 
from the Christian riorte (compare Delitzsch on Gen. J.c.), since Abraham’s 
faith had reference to the divine promise, and indéed to the promise which 
he, the man trusted by God and enlightened by God, recognized as that 
which embraced in it the future Messiah (John viii. 56). Tholuck, because 
the promise was a promise of grace, comes merely to the unsatisfactory view 
_of ‘‘a virtual parallel also with the object of the justifying faith of Chris- 
tians.” Still less (in opposition to Neander and others) can the explanation 
of the subjective nature of faith in general, without the addition of its spe- 
cific object (Christ), suffice for the conception of Abraham as the father of all 
believing in Christ ; since in that case there would only have been present 


1 Pind. Isthm. v. 65; Plut. Ages. 31. 
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in him a pre-formation of faith as respects its psychological quality gener- 
ally, and not also in respect of its subject-matter, which is nevertheless the 
specific and distinguishing point in the case of justifying faith.— We may 
add that our passage, since it expresses not a (mediate) issuing of right- 
eousness from faith, but the imputation of the latter, serves as a proof of 
justification being an actus forensis ; and what the Catholic expositors 
(including even Reithmayr and Maier) advance to the contrary is a pure 
subjective addition to the text.’ It is well said by Erasmus : that is im- 
puted, ‘‘ quod re persolutum non est, sed tamen ex imputantis benignitate pro 
soluto habetur.” * Instead of the «ai in the LXX., Paul, in order to put the 
éxior. with all weight in the foreground, has used dé, which does not other- 
wise belong to the connection of our passage. — ei¢ dix.] Comp. ii. 26. [See 
Note XXXIX. p. 174.]—On the passive éAoyiodn see Bernhardy, p. 341 ; 
Kiihner, II. 1, p. 105. 

Vv. 4, 5. These verses now supply an illustration of ver. 3 in two general 
contrasted relations, from the application of which—left to the reader—to the 
case of Abraham the non-co-operation of works (the yopic épywr, ver. 6) in 
_ the case of the latter’s justification could not but be clear. — dé] is the sim- 
ple yeraBarixdv. —7O épyafouévy| to the worker, here, as the contrast shows, 
with the pregnant sense : to him who is active in works, of whom the épya 
are characteristic. Luther aptly says: ‘‘ who deals in works.” — 6 puoddc] 
i.e. the corresponding wages (comp. ii. 29), justa merces. The opposite : 
4} dixn, merita poena ; see Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 8, 20.—ov Aoyil. Kara 
yap, dAAd Kata ddeiAnua] [See Note XL. p. 175.] Comp. Thuc. ii. 40, 4: 
ovK é¢ ydpiv GAN é¢ ddetAnua THv apetav aroddcwv. The stress of the contrast 
lies on «. ydp. and x. dgeiA., not in the first part on Aoyifera: (Hofmann), 
which is merely the verb of the Scripture quotation in ver. 3, repeated for 
the purpose of annexing to it the contrast that serves for its illustration. 
Not grace but debt is the regulative standard, according to which his wages 
are awarded to such an one ; the latter are not merces gratiae, but merces 
debiti, As in Abraham’s case an imputation kara yap took place (which 
Paul assumes as self-evident from ver. 3) he could not be on épyaféuevog ; the 
case of imputation which occured in relation to him is, on the contrary, to be 
referred to the opposite category which follows : but to him that worketh not, 
but believeth on Him who justifieth the ungodly, his faith is reckoned as right- 
eousness. Looking to the exact parallel of vy. 4 and 5, the unity of the cate- 
gory of both propositions must be maintained ; and ver. 5 is not to be re- 
garded as an application of ver. 4 to the case of Abraham (Reiche), but as 
likewise a locus communis, under which it is left to the reader to classify the 
case of Abraham in accordance with the above testimony of Scripture. 
Hence we cannot say with Reiche : ‘the pi épyafsuevoc and doeBge is Abra- 
ham.”* On the contrary, both are to be kept perfectly general, and aceBjec 


1 Not even with the exception of Déllinger ness. Comp. however on i. 17, note. 
(Christenth u. K. p. 188, ed. 2), who says that 2 Comp. also Philippi in Joc., and Hoele- 
God accounts the principle of the new free mann, de justitiae ex fide ambabus inv. T: 
obedience (the faith) as already the whole ser- _ sedibus, 1867, p. 8 ff. 
vice to be rendered, as the finished righteous- © * aoeSys in his view is an allusion to the 
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is not even to be weakened as equivalent to ddcxoc, but has been purposely 
selected (comp v. 6), in order to set forth the saving power of faith’ by as 
strong a contrast as possible to dicaoivra. —On moreberv éxi twa, expressing 
faith in its direction towards some one, comp. ver. 24; Acts ix. 42, xi. 17; 
Wisd. xii. 2. 

Vv. 6-8. Accordance (kaférep) of ver. 5 with an assertion of David, ‘that 
great and revered Messianic authority. That it is only what is said in ver. 
5 that is to be vouched by David’s testimony, and consequently that the 
quotation forms only an accessory element in the argument, appears from its 
being annexed by xafarep, from the clear intended relation in which @ 6 
Oed¢ Aoy. dix. appears to Aoy. 7. wiot. avr. ei¢ dix. Ver. 5, as well as ywpic épywr 
to 7 7 épyal. in the same verse, and from the fact that Paul immediately, 
in ver. 9, returns to Abraham. Vv. 6-8 cannot therefore be regarded as a 
second example of justification from the O. T. (Reiche and many others), or 
even as the starting-point of the reply to the question of ver. 1 (Hofmann). 
This is forbidden by the proper conception of véyog in iii. 81, in accordance 
with which Paul could only employ an example from the Jaw ; and such an 
example was that of Abraham, Gen. xv., but not that of David. —Aéye tr. 
paxap.| asserts the congratulation ; paxapiopdg Aoes not mean blessedness, not 
even in Gal. iv. 15, see in loc.*—doyiferar dixatootynv] Here dixatoobvyy is 
conceived directly as that, which God reckons to man as his moral status. 
The expression Aoyifeo8ai revi duaptiav is perfectly analogous. In the classics 
Aoyivecbai tevi te is also frequently met with. — yupic épywr] belongs to 
Aoyivera. For, as David represents the AcyiZeobar dixacoobynv as the forgive- 
ness of sins, it must be conceived by him as ensuing without any participa- 
tion (iii. 21) of meritorious works. — waxdpio x.7.2.] Ps. xxxii. 1, 2 exactly 
after the LX X. — éxexa2ig6.] The amnesty under the figure of the covering 
over of sin. Comp. Augustine on Ps. l.c., ‘‘Si texit Deus peccata, noluit 
animadvertere ; si noluit animadvertere, noluit punire.”” Comp. 1 Pet. iv. 8.— 
ov ui Aoyionta:| will certainly not impute. Tt refers to the future generally, 
without more precise definition,* not specially to the jinal judgment (de 
Wette). | 

Vv. 9, 10. From the connection (ka6dmep, ver. 6) of this Davidic uaxapic- 
uéc with what had previously been adduced, vv. 3-5, regarding Abraham, 


earlier idolatry of Abraham, reported by ways remains the causa meritoria, to which 
Philo, Josephus, and Maimonides, on the we are indebted for the imputation of our 
ground of Joshua xxiv.2. This was also faith. But the apprehensio Christi, which is 
the view of Grotius, Wetstein, Cramer, the essence of justifying faith, must not be 
Michaelis, Rosenmiiller,and Koppe; comp. made equivalent to the apprehensus Christus 
also Déllinger, Christenth u. K. p. 197, ed. (Calovius; comp. Philippi). The former 
2. The rabbins have a different tradition, is the subjective, which is imputed; the 
to the effect that Abraham demolished the latter the objective, on account of which the 
idols of his father Terah, etc.; see Eisen- imputation by God takes place. The For- 
menger, entdeckt. Judenth. I. p. 490 ff., 941. mula Concordiae in this point goes uwlira quod 
1 Consequently subjective faith is meant, scriptum est. 

not its objective ground, the righteousness 2 Comp. Plat. Rep. p. 591 D; Aristot. Rhet. 
of Christ, i.c. according to the Form. Cone. i. G,.4. 

p. 88 f., the active and passive obedience of 3 Hermann, ad Soph. Oed. C. 853; ares 
Christ, which is “applied and appropriated”  Partikell. II, p. 156 f. 

to us through faith, The meritof Christal- —_ 
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it is now inferred (obv) that this declaration of blessedness affects, not the 
circumcised as such, but also the uncircumcised [See Note XLI. p. 175] ; for 
Abraham in fact, as an wncirewmcised person, was included among those 
pronounced blessed by David. —éni r. repit.] The verb obviously to be sup- 
plied is most simply conceived as éori (the paxapiopdc extends to etc. ; comp. 
ii. 9; Acts iv. 33 et al.). Less natural is Aéyerae from ver. 6 (Fritzsche) ; 
and rirret (Theophylact, Bos) is arbitrary, as is also 70ev (Oecumenius), and 
pyerac (Olshausen). Comp. ver. 13, and see Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 120 f. 
[E. T. 136 f.]. — én? r. mepit. «.7.2.] to the circwmeised, or also to the uncircum- 
cised? The xai shows that the previous ér? r. epir. is conceived as exclusive, 
consequently without a uévov. — Aéyouev yap k.t..] In saying this, Paul can- 
not wish first to explain, quite superfluously, how he comes to put such ques- 
tions (Hofmann), but, as is indicated by Aéyouer, which lays down a prop- 
osition as premiss to the argument that follows, he enters on the proof (yap) 
from the history of Abraham for the xa? éxi r. axpo8. which is conceived as 
affirmed. The present denotes the assertion pointing back to ver. 3 as con- 
tinuing : for our assertion, our proposition is, etc. The plural assumes the 
assent of the readers. The emphasis however is not on r@ ’Afp. (Fritzsche, 
de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Maier, Philippi, and others), which Paul 
would have made apparent by the position of the words ér: r¢ ’Afp. éAoyioby 5 
nor on éAoyicbn, which in that case would necessarily have a pregnant mean- 
ing not indicated in the whole connection (as a pure act of grace, indepen- 
dent of external conditions) ; but on 7 ioti¢ ei¢ dexacoobvyv (and thus pri- 
marily on rior¢ brought together at the end, by which the import of ver. 3, 
inlorevoe . . . . Otxaoowvyr, is recapitulated. — ré¢ obv édoyiob;] The prop- 
osition, that to Abraham, etc., is certain ; consequently the point at issue is 
the question guomodo, viz. under what cirewmstances as to status (whether in 
his circumcision, or whilst he was still uncircumcised) that imputation of 
his faith to him for righteousness took place.‘ Hofmann places the first 
mark of interrogation after rae ody, so that the second question is supposed 
to begin with éAoyic#. But without sufficient ground, and contrary to the 
usage elsewhere of the interrogative 7a¢ by Paul, who has often put ri obv 
thus without a verb, but never rac ob». We should in such case have to un- 
derstand é4oyic67 ; but this word, according to the usual punctuation, is 
already present, and does not therefore need to be supplied. — ov év repitouy, 
G22 év dxpoB.] scil. dvtz. The imputation in question took place as early as 
Gen. xv. ; circumcision not till Gen. xvii. ; the former at least fourteen 
years earlier. 

Ver. 11. [See Note XLII. p. 176.] An amplification of the obx év mepir., 
A év axpoB. viewed as to its historical bearings, showing namely the re- 
lation of Abraham’s circumcision to his d:xavootvy, and therefore only to be 
separated by a comma from ver. 10. ‘‘ And he received a sign of circumcision 
as seal (external confirmation, 1 Cor. ix. 2, and see on John iii. 38) of the 
righteousness of faith (obtained through faith, vv. 3, 5), which he had in un- 





1 Respecting the form of the discourse, md, cujus altera parte rejecta alteram 
Erasmus aptly observes: ‘* Praeter interro- evincit. Nullum enim argumentandi genus 
gationis gratiam multum lucisaddit dilem- _ vel apertius vel violentius.” 
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circumcision.” That rij¢ év tr. adxpoB. is not to be connected with dixawo. 
(Riickert, Reiche) is plain from the following context (micrevévtwv dv akpo- 
Buoriag ver. 11, and rij¢ év rH apoB. wiorewc ver. 12). The genitive mepcrouqe 
is usually taken as that of apposition: the sign consisting in cireumeision. 
But in that case the article could not be omitted before onyeiov (the absence 
of it drove van Hengel to the reading mepcroufy, which Hofmann also pre- 
fers),’ since the concrete, historically definite sign would here be meant 
(compare 2 Cor. v. 5; Eph. ii. 14 et al.). It is therefore to be rendered : 
And a@ sign, which took place through cirewmeision, a signature which was 
given to him in the fact that he was circumcised, he received as seal, etc. 
The genitive is thus to be taken simply as completing the notion of onyeiov, 4.¢. 
as defining it more precisely as respects its modal expression. Observe at the 
same time the dislocation in the order of the words, which brings into em- 
phatic relief the idea of the onueiov. According to Gen. xi. 17 circumcision 
was the sign of the covenant? which God made with Abraham. But with 
correct dogmatic consistency Paul represents it as the significant mark 
which had been the seal of the righteousness by faith, since in that covenant 
what God promised was the Messianic xAypovouia (Gen. xv. 5, 18), and 
Abraham on his part rendered the faith (Gen. xv. 6) which God imputed to 
him for righteousness. — cic rd elvac abrov x.7.4.] in order that he might be, 
etc., contains the divinely appointed aim of the onyeiov taBe repir. x.7.A. 
This ¢elic rendering is grammatically necessary (see oni. 20), as more in 
keeping with the biblical view * and with the importance of the matter, 
than the ecbatie explanation kal obtwc éyévero rathip, Which has been justly 
abandoned of late. — rarépa révtwv tov riot. 5’ axpoB.] The essence of this 
spiritual fatherhood is the identity of the relation forming the basis of the 
sacred historical connection of all believers with the patriarch without in- 
tervention of circumcision—a relation which began with Abraham justified 
through faith whilst still uncircumcised. Thus the Jewish conception of 
the national-theocratic childship of Abraham is elevated and enlarged by 
Paul (comp. Matt. iii. 9; John viii. 37, 89), into the idea of the purely 
spiritual-theocratic childship, which embraces, not Jews and proselytes as 
such, but the believers as such—all uncircumcised who believe, and (ver. 12) 
the believing circumcised. For Abraham’s righteousness through faith was 
attained, when as yet there was no distinction between circumcised and un- 
circumcised ; and to this mode of becoming just before God, independent 
of external conditions, Christianity by its dixacoobvy éx riotewe leads back 


- 


1 Hofmann explains: and asa sign he re- 
ceived circumcision, as seal (apposition to 
one.) In that case wepitoxyjv must have had 
the article (John vii. 22; otherwise in ver. 
23). For to take AauBavew mepirounyy as 
equivalent to mepiténverda is forbidden by 
onpecov, With which the reptrouy can be cor- 
relative only as asubstantive conception. 

2 In the Talmud also it is presented as 
the sign and seal of the covenant. See 
Schoettgen and Wetstein. To the formula- 


ry of circumcision belonged the words: 
“‘Benedictus sit, qui sanctificat dilectum ab 
utero, et signum (FIN) posuit in arne, et 
filios suos sigidlavit (ONN) signo foederis 
sancti.”> Berachoth f. 13, 1. 

36 yap Tov bAwy deds tpoedws ws Sedo, ws 
éva Aadv ef édvarv Kat "Iovdaiwy adpoice: Kai dia 
migTews AUTOS THY TwTypiay TapEfet, ev TS wWa- 
tprapxy "ABp. auddrepa mpodiéypaye, Theodo- 
ret. 
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again, and continues it. — dv axpof.] with foreskin, although they are un- 
circumcised. * — ei¢ 1d AoysoOpvat x.7.A.] is taken by many, including Tholuck 
and Philippi, as a parenthetical illustration of éi¢ 7d eivac abtov rarépa K.7.A 
But as we can attach ei¢ 7d AoytoOjvac x.t.A. without violence or obscurity to 
miotevdvtwr, there is no necessity for the assumption of a parenthesis (which 
is rejected by Lachmann, Tischendorf, van Hengel, Ewald, Mehring, and 
Hofmann). Nevertheless ei¢ rd Aoyio8. is not : who believe on the fact, that 
to them also will be imputed (Hofmann), for the object of faith is never ex- 
pressed by eic with a substantival infinitive ;? but, quite in accordance with 
the telic sense of this form of expression (as in the éi¢ 7d elvac previously) : 
who believe (on Christ) in order that (according to the divine final purpose 
ruling therein) to them also, etc. —xai aitoic| to them also, as to Abraham 
himself ; rv dixacoobyyv expresses the righteousness which is under dis- 
cussion, that of faith. . 
Ver. 12. The construction carries onward the foregoing ratépa ravtwv 
: and father of circumeision, t.e. father of circumcised persons (not of all 
circumcised, hence without the article). And in order to express to what 
circumcised persons this spiritual fatherhood of Abraham belongs, Paul adds, 
by way of more precise definition : for those (dativus commodi, comp. Rev. 
xxi. 7; Luke vii. 12) who are not merely circumcised (comp. ii. 8), but also 
walk in the footsteps, etc. With this rendering (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 
Ambrosiaster, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Estius, and others ; including Ammon, 
Béhme, Tholuck, Klee, Riickert, Benecke, Reiche, Gléckler, KGllner, de 
Wette, Philippi, and Winer) it must be admitted (against Reiche and KGllner, 
whose observations do not justify the article) that roic is erroneously repeated 
before orovyooor. [See Note XLIII. p. 176.] Paul wnsuitably continues 
with a/Aa ai, just as if he had previously written an od pévov roic. As any 
other rendering is wholly inadmissible, and as xai roi¢ cannot be an inver- 
sion for roi¢ cat (Mehring), we are driven to the assumption of that errone- 
ous insertion of the article, as a negligence of expression. The expression 
in Phil. i. 29 (in opposition to Fritzsche) would be of the same nature only 
in the event of Paul having written roi¢c ... . ob pdvov Toig éx mepiTomAc, 
GAAG kal. . . . TOi¢g oToLyovor x.t.A. Others take roi¢ ob« for ov Toic (as 37, 
80, Syr: Arr. Vulg. Slav. and several Fathers read as an emendation), thus 
making a distinction to be drawn here not between merely circumcised and 
unbelieving Jews, but between Jews and Gentiles (aAAd Kai roi¢ K.7.A.). So 
Theodoret, Luther, Castalio, Koppe, Storr, Flatt, Schrader (Grotius is doubt- 
ful). But such an inversion is as unnatural (comp. ver. 16) as it is unpre- 
cedented (it is an error to refer to ii. 27; 1 Thess. i. 8) ; and how strange 
it would be, if Paul should have once more brought forward the fatherhood 


K.T.A. 


1 Comp. on ii. 27, Barnab. Zp. 13: rédexa 
oe watépa édvayv Tav motevévtwr bv axpoBvaTtias 
T®@ Kupio, 

2 Not even in ver. 18. And Acts xv. 11, to 
which Hofmann appeals as an analogous 
passage, tells directly against him, because 
there the construction of the infinitive ob- 

_tains in the usual way, that the subject of the 


governing verd is understood, as a matter of 
course, with the infinitive. Comp. Hofmann 
himself above on ver. 1 ; Kriiger, § 55, 4, 1. 
Besides the result, according to Hofmann’s 
interpretation, would be an awkward 
thought, not in keeping with the faith of 
Abraham, 
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as to the believing Gentiles, but should have left that relating to the Jews 
altogether without conditioning definition! Hofmann (comp. also his 
Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 82) understands repirou7e, after the analogy of 6 Oed¢ rij¢ 
déEn¢ K.7.4., a8 the genitive of quality (‘‘a father, whose fatherhood 1s to be 
designated according to cireumcisedness ;” as a circumcised person he has begot- 
ten Isaac, etc.) ; then assumes in the case of roi¢ obx éx mepetouqe pdvov the 
suppressed antithesis to complete it, 4224 Kai é« wiorewe ; and finally explains 
GAAG Kal Toic oToLy. AS a Supplementary addition, while he takes aAAda xai to 
mean not but also, but also however. A hopeless misinterpretation ! For, 
as genitive of quality, rep:touge must have had the article (comp. Acts vii. 
2+ 2 Cor. i. 8; Eph. i. 17 a/.), and every reader must have understood mep:- 
roufe in conformity with révrwv x.7.4., ver. 11, as a-specification whose father 
Abraham further is. The reader could all the less mentally supply after 
roic obk éx wept. a suppressed contrast, since the expressed contrast follows im- 
mediately with 4244 «ai ; and for that reason, again, it could occur to no one 
to understand this 4444 «ai in any other sense than elsewhere after negations, 
namely, but also, not also however. (How inappropriate is Hofmann’s cita- 
tion of Luke xxiv. 22, where no negation at all precedes !) Wieseler’s at- 
tempt (in Herzog’s Encyklop. XX. p. 592) is also untenable, since he imports 
into roi¢ obk é« mepit. udvov the sense : ‘‘ who do not make circumcision the ex- 
clusive condition of salvation,” and likewise renders 4214 kai also however ; thus 
making Paul indicate (1) the Jewish Christians who were not rigid partisans 
of the law (such as were to be found in Palestine especially), and (2) the 
Pauline Jewish Christians. — roze iyveou x.t.A.] who so walk (see on Gal. v. 
25) that they follow the footsteps which Abraham has left behind through his 
faith manifested in his uncircumcised condition, z.e. who are believers after 
the type of the uncircumcised Abraham, The dative, commonly taken as 
local, is more correctly, in keeping with the other passages in which Paul 
uses the dative with orovyeiv (Gal. v. 16, 25, vi. 16 ; Phil. iii. 16), interpret- 
ed in the sense of the norm. 

Ver. 13. Ground assigned for the foregoing, from ei¢ ré elvar avtov matépa 
onwards. ‘‘The father of all believing Gentiles and Jews ;” for it was 
not the law, but the righteousness of faith, that procured for Abraham or his 
seed the promise of possessing the world. [See Note XLIV. p. 177.] Had 
the law been the agent in procuring that promise, then the Jews, as posses- 
sors of the law, would be the children of Abraham who should receive what 
was promised ; as it is, however, it must be the believers, no matter whether 
Jews or Gentiles, since not the law has been at work, but on the contrary 
the righteousness of faith. — dia véuov] [See Note XLV. p. 177] through the 
agency of the law, is not to be arbitrarily limited (Piscator, Calovius, 
and others : per justitiam legis ; Pareus and others : per opera legis) ; for, 
as the Mosaic law? was not yet even in existence, it could im no way procure 
the promise. Hence it is not to be rendered with Grotius : ‘‘ sub conditione 
observandi legem Mosis,” because did dixavoc. rior. does not admit of a cor- 


1 For to this 8c véuov must be referred — brought under the wider conception of the 
(see ver. 14 ff.) not to circumcision, which is law (Mehring). 
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responding interpretation. — 7 érayyedia] scil. tor. The supplying of this 
(usually : éyévero) is quite sufficient ; comp. on ver. 9. The relation is real- 
ized as present. — } 7 orépy. abtoi| neither to Abraham nor to his seed, ete. 
With 4 76 oxépy. air. Paul takes for granted that the history of the promise 
in question is known ; and who are meant by the orépua under the Messianic 
reference of the promise cannot, according to the context (see especially ver. 

11), be doubtful, namely the believers, who are the spiritual posterity of 
Abraham (ix. 6 ff Gal. iv. 22 ff.); not Christ according to Gal. iii. 16 
(Estius, Cornelius 4 Lapide, Olshausen); but also not the descendants of 
Abraham proper (van Hengel). — 716 Kdnp. abr. elvac xdouov] Epexegesis of 7 
érayyedia.’ The avréy, referring to Abraham, is so put not because # r. oz. 
avrov is only incidentally introduced (Riickert), but because Abraham is 
regarded as at once the father and representative of his orépua included 
with him in the promise. — xécuov] The inheritance of the land of Canaan, 
which God promised to Abraham for himself and his posterity (Gen. xii. 7, 
xiii. 14, 15, xv. 18, xvii. 8, xxii. 17 ; comp. xxvi. 3; Ex. vi. 4), was in the 
Jewish Christology taken to mean the universal dominion of the Messianic the- 
ocracy, which was typically pointed at in these passages from Genesis.* The 
idea of Messianic sovereignty over the world, however, which lies at the bot- 
tom of this Jewish particularistic conception, and which the prophets in- 
vested with a halo of glory,* is in the N. T. not done away, but divested of 
its Judaistic conception, and raised into a Christological truth, already 
presented by Christ Himself (comp. Matt. v. 5) though in allegoric form 
(Matth. xix. 28 ff.; Luke xxii. 30; Matt. xxv. 21). Its necessity lies in 
the universal dominion to which Christ Himself is exalted (Matt. xxviii. 18 ; 
John xvii. 5 ; Phil. ii. 9 ff.; Eph. iv. 10 a/.), and in the glorious fellowship 
of His believers with Him. Now as the idea of this government of the 
world, which Christ exercises, and in which His believers (the spiritual 
children of Abraham) are one day to participate, was undeniably also the 
ideal of Paul (viii. 17 ; 1 Cor. vi. 2 ; comp. 2 Tim. ii. 12), it is arbitrary to 
take xéouov here otherwise than generally, and either to limit it to the sphere 
of earth (Koppe, Kéllner, Maier), or to explain it asrelating to the dominion 
of the Jews over the Gentile world (van Hengel), or the reception of all peo- 
ples into the Messianic kingdom (Beza, Estius, and others) or Messianic bliss 
generally (Wetstein, Flatt, comp. Benecke aud Gléckler), or the spiritual 
dominion of the world (Baumgarten-Crusius), as even Hengstenberg does : 
‘‘the world is spiritually conquered by Abraham and his seed ” (Christol. I. 
p. 49). The interpretation which takes it to mean the extension of the 
spiritual fatherhood over all nations (Mehring) would only be possible in the 
absence of 2 76 orépuate avrov, and would likewise be set aside by the firmly 
established historical notion of the 19M). The KAnpovéuov elvat Tov Kéouov Of 
believers is realized in the new glorious world (év ri madcyyevecia, Matt. 

xix. 28, comp. Rom. viii. 18, 2 Pet. iii. 18) after the Parousia ; hence the 
Messianic kingdom itself and all its déga, as the completed possession of 


1 See Kiihner, IT. 1, p. 518, and ad Xen. dum dedit coelum et terram,” Tanchuma, p. 
Anab. ii. 5, 22. 165, 1, and see Wetstein. 
2 “ Abrahamo patri meo Deus possiden- 3 Comp. Schultz, alttest. Theol. I. p. 225 ff. 
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salvation promised to believers, is designated by the theocratic technical 
term xAnpovouia (see on Gal. iii. 18). — dca dix. riot. |] Since the véuo¢g was not 
the procurer of the promise, but Abraham was righteous through faith (ver. 
3), the dixacoobvy riotews must necessarily have been that which procured the 
promise (moved God to grant it). See ver. 14. It is true that the promise 
in question was given to Abraham prior to his justification by faith (Gen. xii. 
7, xiii. 14 f.); but it was renewed to him subsequently (xv. 18, xvii. 8); hence 
we must assume that here Paul had only these latter passages in view. 

Vv. 14-17. Proof of the antithesis ot did véuwov . . . . GAAG K.T.A. in Ver. 
13, conducted not historically (as in Gal. iii. 13 ff.), but dogmatically, a 
priori, from the nature of the law, from which results the opposite of the 
latter, the zioric, as cause of the xAypovoyia. 

Ver. 14. Here also véuoc is not (as Flatt and others take it) the moral law 
(to which however the saying may certainly be applied), but the law of 
Moses, viewed in excluding antithesis to the riotic. By oi é« vduov, ‘‘ those 
of the law” (Luther), are meant those who belong to the law, are as such 
subjected to it ; consequently the Jews at all events, but just so far as they 
-are not believers, not belonging to the ’IopayA toi Oot (Gal. vi. 16). The 
“opposite : of é« riorewc, Ui. 26, Gal. ili. 7. ‘That they wish to attain to the 
kAnpovouia by the way of.the law, is true in itself, but is not expressed in the 
mere oi ék véuov (in opposition to Hofmann). — kexévwrac 7 riotig x... | then 
Suith is made void and the promise done away, i.e. faith is thereby rendered 
inoperative and the promise of no effect. If it be true that to be subject to 
the law is the condition of obtaining the possession of the world, nothing 
further can be said either of a saving power of faith (comp. 1 Cor. i. 17), or 
of the validity of the promise (comp. ili. 31, Gal. ili. 17). And why not ? 
Because (ver. 15) the law, to which in accordance with that protasis the 
kAnpovouia would be appended, has an operation so entirely opposed to the 
essence of faith (which trusts in the divine ydpic) and of the promise (which 
is an emanation from this yépic), (comp. ver. 16), that it brings about the 
divine wrath, since its result is transgression. On this ground (dia tovro, ver. 
16) because the law worketh wrath, its relation to the xAnpovouia, laid down 
in ver. 14, cannot exist ; but on the contrary the latter must proceed from 
Jaith that it may be according to grace, etc., ver. 16.— The rioric is the 
Christian saving faith, of which Abraham’s faith was the beginning and 
type, and the érayyedia is the Divine promise of the «Aypovopia, given to 
Abraham and his seed, ver. 13. 

Ver. 15. On the connection see above. The assigning of a reason (yap) 
has reference to the previous kexévwrar } rioti¢ K. KaThpy. #. étayy., Which are 
closely connected (see ver. 16), and not merely to the xarfpy. 4 érayy. (Chry- 

-sostom, Fritzsche, Mehring, and others). The law produces wrath. It is the 
divine wrath that is meant, not any sort of human wrath (against the judg- 
ment of God, as Melanchthon thought). Unpropitiated, it issues forth on 
the day of judgment, ii. 5 ff., iii. 5, ix. 22; Eph. ii. 3, v. 6 ; Col. iii. 6 al. ; 
Ritschl, de ira Dei, p. 16 ; Weber, vom Zorne Gottes, p. 326 f.— od yap obx 
gore véuoc x.T.A.] [See Note XLVI. p. 177.] Proof of the proposition that 
the law worketh wrath: for where the law is not, there is not even (ovdé) 
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transgression, namely, which excites the wrath of God (the Lawgiver). This 
short, terse and striking progf—which is not, any more than the three 
previous propositions introduced by ydp, to be reduced to a ‘justifying 
explanation” (Hofmann), or to be weakened by taking oidé to mean “‘just as 
little” (Hofmann)—proceeds @ causa ad effectum ; where the cause is want- 
ing (namely, zapdfaorc), there can be no mention of the effect (spyf). This 
negative form of the probative proposition includes—in accordance with the 
doctrine of the Apostle elsewhere regarding the relation of the law to the 
human éxOvuia (Rom. vii. 7 ff.; 1 Cor. xv. 56; Gal. iii. 19 al.), which is 
kindled on occasion of the law by the power of sin which exists in man 
the positive counterpart, that, where the law is, there is also transgression. 
Paul however expresses himself negatively, because in his mind the negative 
thought that the fulfilment of the promise is not dependent on the law still 
preponderates ; and he will not enter into closer analysis of the positive 
side of it—viz., that faith is the condition—until the sequel, ver. 16 ff. 
Observe moreover that he has not written oidé duapria, which he could not 





- assert (ver. 18), but ovdé rapaBaorc, as the specific designation of the duapria 


in relation to the daw, which was the precise point here in question. Comp. 
ii, 23, 25, 27, v. 14; Gal. ii. 18, i11. 19. Sins without positive law (ver. 13) 
are likewise, and indeed on account of the natural law, ii. 14, objects of the 
divine wrath (see i. 18 ff.; Eph. ii. 3); but sins against a given law are, in 
virtue of their thereby definite quality of transgression, so specifically and 
specially provocative of wrath in God, that Paul could relatively even deny 
the imputation of sin when the law was non-existent. See on ver. 13. 

Ver. 16 f. Ad rovro] Inference from ver. 15, consequently from the 
wrath-operating nature of the law, on account of which it is so utterly in- 
capable of being the condition of the xAypovoyia, that the latter must on the 
contrary result from the opposite of the law—from faith, etc. Comp. on 
ver. 14f. This conclusion is so evident and pertinent that it required only 
the incomplete, but thus all the more striking expression : ‘‘ therefore of 
Saith, in order that according to grace,” to the end that, etc. — é ricrewe | 
scil. of kAgpovduor eici, according to ver. 14. The supplying, by Fritzsche and 
others, of 7 érayyeAia yiverac or éyévero from ver. 13 is forbidden by the con- 
trast in which é« ior. stands to é« véuov, ver. 14. — iva xara ydpiv| The pur- 
pose of God in ék riorewe : ‘in order that they might be so by way of grace,” 
not by way of merit. Comp. ver. 4 and dwpedr iii. 24. — ele rd elvar BeBaiav 
«.t.4.] contains now in turn the divine purpose,’ which prevails in the kara 
xapw. They shall be heirs by way of grace ; and why by way of grace? In 
order that the promise may be sure, i.e. may subsist in active validity as one 
to be realized (the opposite of xatrfpyytra:, ver. 14) for the collective posterity 
(i.e. for all believers, see v. 11, 18), not for those alone, who are such out of the 
law (not solely for believers who have become so out of the legal bond of 
Judaism), but also for those who are such out of the faith of Abraham,’ 1.e. 


1 Here also the peculiar deeper scope of 2 éy mior. "ABpadu goes together (in oppo- 
the view given is often left unnoticed, and sition to Fritzsche, who has conceived the 
eis TO etvacis taken as inference; so that, etc. oréppare to be supplied as before ’ABp., and 


_ See on the other hand on i. 20. made the genitive ’A8padu dependent on it), 
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whose Abrahamic kinship is based on Abraham’s faith, the uncircumcised 
believers.’ If anything else than ydpic (such as ddeiAnua) were the reason 
determining God to confer the «Aypovouia, then both halves of the orépua, in 
their legal imperfection, would be unsecured with respect to the promise. 
As it is, however, believing Jews as also believing Gentiles have in the 
divine yapic the same guarantee that the «Anpovouia shall be imparted to 
them é miorews.— bg éore mat. ravt. juov] reiterated (comp. vv. 11, 12) 
solemn setting forth of the fatherhood of Abraham for all (xdvrwv) believers 
(juov), which was indeed the pith and fundamental idea of the entire argu- 
ment (since ver. 9) ; there is therefore no new point raised here (Hofmann), 
but this fatherhood of the patriarchin the history of salvation, already 
clearly laid down, is summarily expressed afresh, in order (ver. 17), after 
the insertion of a testimony from Scripture, to present it, by means of 
xatévaytt ov x.T.A., in its holy, divine guarantee and dignity. —ére marépa 
ToAAGY K.T.A.] Gen. xvii. 5, closely after the LXX.; therefore 67, for, which 
in the original text specifies the reason of the name Abraham, is repeated 
by Paul without any special bearing on his connection, simply as forming 
part of the words of Scripture. — rarépa rodAdv 26v.] Aptly explained, in 
the sense of the Apostle, by Chrysostom and Theophylact : ob kara dvocnpy 
ovyyéverav, GAAG Kat’ oikeiwoww Tiotews. In this spiritual sense—which the 
passage of Scripture expresses typically—he is constituted by God as father 
of many nations (in so far, namely, as all believers from among the Jews 
and all Gentile peoples are to be, in the history of salvation, his spiritual 
orépua), 1.€. appointed, and thus made so.?_ Even the original text cannot 
have meant by 0°) merely the twelve tribes of Israel (Hofmann). It means 
the posterity of Abraham, in so far as Gentile peoples also shall be sub- 
jected to it. The Israelite tribes would be D°2Y. —xarévayri ob éxior. Ocoi] 
is connected, after the parenthesis (kaOdc . . . . oe), with d¢ gore rarnp marr. 
nuav. To get rid of the parenthesis by supposing a suppressed intervening 
thought (Philippi), or an asyndeton, as if it were kat xatévavte x.7.2. (van 
Hengel), is a harsh and arbitrary course ; while it is impossible to regard 
katévavte k.T.A. as explanation of the xabo¢ yéyparta: (Hofmann), because 
xabac yéyp. can only be taken as the quite common (occurring thirteen times 
in our Epistle) simple formula for quoting a Scripture proof, and not as : 
‘“‘in harmony with the Scripture passage.” —xarévayrs, equivalent to the 
classical xatevavtiov, means over against (Mark xi. 2, xii. 41 ; Luke xix. 30), 
i.é. here: in presence of (xarevérov), coram, as after the Heb. frequently in 
the LXX. and Apocrypha.* The attraction is to be resolved into : xarévavri 
Tov Oeov, katévavte ov éxiotevoe : coram Deo, coram quo credidit.t Quite anal- 


since it is not Jews and Christians, but Jew- 
ish and Gentile believers who are placed side 
by side, and in the latter the faith of Adra- 
ham (comp. ver. 10) is the characteristic. 

1 Theophylact: ravtire oméppatt, rovréore 
WGC TOS MLTTEVoVELY: OV pdvOY TOLS Ex VOMOU, 
TOVTEéGTL TOLS EUTEPLTOMOLS, GAAG Kal ToOis aKpo- 
Bvorots, otrivés eiot omépua "ABpady éx ricrews 
avTe yerndévtes. 


2 Compare Heb. i. 2; 1 Macc. x. 65, xiv. 34; 
Hom. Od. xv. 258, 1. vi. 300; Plat. Theaet. 
p. 169 E; Pind. Ol. xiii. 21. 

§ See Biel and Schleusner. 

4 The coram, in presence of, is neither to 
be explained ad exemplum (Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Theophylact and others), nor 
** according to the will’ (Reiche, Krehl and 
others), nor ‘according to the judgment” 
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ogous are such passages as Luke i. 4, rep? dv xarnyhOne Adywv, instead of rept 
Tov Adywv rept ov katnyx., Matt. vii. 2 al.? So also rightly Philippi and Hof- 
mann ;* comp. Mircker. The mode of resolving it adopted by most com- 
mentators (Thomas Aquinas, Castalio, Calvin, Beza, Er. Schmid, Grotius, 
Estius, and others ; also Tholuck, Riickert, Reiche, Kéllner, Fritzsche, 
Ewald, van Hengel, Buttmann) : karévavte Ocot & ériorevoe, is at least at 
variance with the wswal mode of attraction, since the attraction of the rela- 
tive, which, not attracted, would stand in the dative, has no precedent in 
the N. T., and even in Greek authors very seldom occurs.* Finally, the ex- 
planation which takes xarévavt: ob as equivalent to Katévavti tobrov, br, and 
the latter as equivalent to av ov, propterea quod, and in accordance with 
which @cod «.7.A. is then taken as genitive absolute (‘‘ whilst God, who quick- 
eneth the dead, calleth also to that which is not, as though it were present,” 
Mehring), is wrong just because xarévavtc has not the sense supposed. — roi 
Cwor. T. vexpovds, kat x.t.A.] Distinguishing quality of God as the Almighty, 
selected with practical reference to the circumstances of Abraham (vv. 
18-21) : ‘‘who quickeneth the dead and calleth the non-existent as though it 
were,” and certainly, therefore, can quicken the decayed powers of procrea- 
tion, and dispose of generations not yet in existence. A reference to the 
offering of Isaac, whom God could make alive again (Erasmus, Grotius, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, and Mangold), is so foreign to the connection that it 
would have required definite indication. The (woraeiv rove vexpote is a 
formal attribute of the almighty God. 1 Sam. ii. 6; Wisd. xvi. 13 ; Tob. 
xiii. 2; comp. Deut. xxxii. 9. See also John v. 21; 2 Cor. i. 9; 1 Tim. 
vi. 13. Origen, Ambrosiaster, Anselm, erroneously hold that the vexpoi are 
spiritually dead, a view which the context must have rendered necessary ; 
comp. Olshausen, who holds that wor. and «ad. indicate typically the 
spiritual awakening and the new birth ; also Ewald, who will have the ap- 
plication made to the revivifying of the dead Gentiles into true Christians. 
—Karovvtog Ta pH bvTa &¢ bvral 1.e. ‘who utters His disposing decree over that 


(Riickert, Ko6llner, Fritzsche, Maier, Um- 
breit and others), nor ‘‘ vi atque potestate 
divina”’ (Koppe), nor ‘before the omnis- 
cience of God’ (Olshausen), but is to be left 
without any modifying explanation. Abra- 
ham is realized as present, just as he stands, 
TaTnp TavtTwv nueav face to face with the God 
who had appeared to him, and has become 
a believer én conspectu Dei. This vivid reali- 
zation of the believing patriarch, as if he 
were standing there as father of us all be- 
fore the face of God, just as formerly in 
that sacred moment of history, is a plastic 
form of presentation which, inaptly con- 
demned by Hofmann, quite accords with 
the elevated and almost poetic strain of the 
following words. It also fully warrants 
the coupling of carévayti x.7.A. With ds éore 
watnp TavTwv nueoyv ; it is unnecessary to seek 
a connection with ori marépa . . . réderxa ce, 
either with Bengel, who compares Matt. 


ix. 6, or with Philippi, who, thereby getting 
rid of the parenthesis, inserts after rédexa 
oe the thought: ‘‘and as such he has been 
appointed.” 

1 See Bornemann, Schol.in Luc. p. 177; 
Schmid in the 7%ib. Zeitschr. f. Theol. 1831, 
2, p. 187 ff.; Winer, p. 155 f. [E. T. 164] ; 
comp. on Acts xxi. 16. 

2 Who, nevertheless, in consequence of 
his incorrect view of xadws yéyparta, pro- 
fesses to illustrate the carévayre thus: “* A? 
that time, when he believed, he stood face to 
Jace with God as Him who quickeneth the 
dead, etc.; and by the fact, that God has 
shown Himself to be just the same as Him 
before whom he then stood, it has so come te 
pass, that he is now before Him, the father of 


* us all.” 


3 Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. ii. 2, 5, Gramm- 
II. 2, p. 914. 
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which does not exist, equally as over the ewisting.” What a lofty expression of 
all-commanding power! And how thoroughly in harmony with the then 
position of Abraham! For as he stood before God and believed (Gen. xv. 
6), God had just showed to him the stars of heaven, with the promise obrwe 
éotas 7d onépua cov! So that God hereby issued his potent summons (so 
shall it be !) to something that was not (the orépya of Abraham) as though 
it had been. This explanation (followed also by Riickert and Philippi) is 
perfectly faithful to the sense of the words, and as muchin harmony with 
the vividly realized situation of Abraham, as it is appropriate to the paral- 
lelism ; for the latter is climactic, leading from the vexpoic to the ra py dvra. 
xadeiv like 8p, does not here mean to name Hofmann, (comp. Loesner and 
Benecke), which would refer to the name of father pronounced by God, and 
have in view the divine knowledge, but on the contrary, correlative with the 
mighty Cworoeiv tr. vexp. (comp. dvvardé¢e ver. 21); it denotes the call of the 
Ruler, which He issues to that which is subject to His power. Comp. Ps. 
1. 1; Is. xl. 26 ;* d¢ is the simple as of comparison. Parallels in point are 
found in Philo, de Jos. p. 544 C, where it is said of the force of imagination, 
that it pictures rd yu dvta d¢ dvra ; and Artemidor. i. 53, p. 46, ed. Rigalt. 
where it is said of the painter, that he represents ra jy) dvta dc bvra. Paul 
could also have, like Clement, Cor. II. 1, used rd oix dvra (the non-exist- 
ent, Xen. Mem. ii. 2, 3), as the contradictory antithesis of ra dvra (comp. 
also Plat. Rep. p. 476 E); but the negation is conceived subjectively, from 
the standpoint of the subject who calls : he calls the things, which he knows 
as non-existent, as if they were.* Still what Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 87 f., 
deduces from ra 7 évra—that that which enters into historical existence was 
not previously an absolute nothing, but an object of divine knowledge—is 
based on the common conception of xadeiv in the sense of creative activity, 
which is erroneous. No doubt xadeiv, as is well known, often denotes the 
creating call of God (Isa. xxii. 12, xli. 4, xlviii. 18 ; 2 Kings viii. 1 ; Wisd. 
xl. 25 ; Philo, de creat. prince. p. 728 B, where ra yu? dvta éxddecev is further 
defined by ei¢ rd elvac ; comp. de Opif. p. 18 E). In this case we should 
have to think by no means of the historical act of creation out of nothing 
(Piscator, Estius and others), but rather, on account of the present participle, 
either of the continuous creative activity (K6llner), or (better still on ac- 
count of the parallel of ¢wor.) of an abiding characteristic of God generally, 
from which no time is excluded. But this whole interpretation of xaJeiv is 
set aside here by o¢ dvra. For é¢ cannot be taken for eic (Luther, Wolf, 
and others), because an use so utterly isolated in the N. T. is in itself very im- 
probable, and because, where é¢ stands in classic authors in the sense of eic, it 


1 Quite contrary to the context Erasmus, 
Ch. Schmid, Koppe and B6hme take «aAetvin 
the dogmatic sense. And yet even Fritzsche 
and Mangold have gone over to this ex- 
planation: ‘‘ homines nondum in lucem edi- 
tos ad vita aeternam invitat.”” Van Hengel 
takes ckadeiv as arcessere, and Ta wy bvra that 
which is of no account (see on 1 Cor. i, 28), 80 
that the sense would be: ‘*‘ quaecunque nul- 


lius numeri sunt arcessivit (to the childship 
of Abraham), quasi sint in pretio.”’ But this 
peculiar interpretation of «7 ovra and ovrTa 
must have been specifically suggested by 
the context, especially as it strips off the 
whole poetical beauty of the expression. 

2 Comp. Xen. Anad. iv. 4,15, and Kiihner 
in loc. ; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 278. 
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is only so used in reference to persons,’ or, at the most, where what is personal 
is represented by neuter objects.* Some desire é¢ évra to be taken for O¢ &o6- 
peva (de Wette), or as a summary expression for eic rd elvac a¢ évtra (Reiche, 
Kéllner, Tholuck, de Wette, Bisping), but these expedients are arbitrary in 
themselves, and, in the case of the latter especially—seeing that évra would 
have to be taken in the sense of the result, as only adjectives are elsewhere 
used (see on Matt. xii. 48, and Breitenbach, ad. Xen. Oec. 4, 7)—é¢ would 
only be superfluous and confusing. 

Vv. 18-21. More particular setting forth of ‘this faith of Abraham, ac- 
cording to its lofty power and strength. Eldec rac TiOyjot Kai Ta KwWAbpaTa Kat 
THY Lyng Tod dtkaiov yvdunv ravra brepBaivovoay, Chrysostom. — 

Ver. 18. Oc] Parallel to the é¢ éore x.7.2. ver. 16 ; therefore only a comma 
or a colon need be put after é¢ dvta. — én’ éAridt] on hope, is the basis of the 
érior, Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 10 ; frequent in Greek authors. See also Tit. i. 2. 
Abraham’s faith was opposed to hope (wap’ édArida, frequent in classical 
writers) in its objective reference, and yet not avéAriotoc, but rather based on 
hope in its subjective reference,—a significant oxymoron. — ¢i¢ 76 yevéoOar k.7.A. | 
Rightly Luther: in order that he might be. Comp. Riickert, Tholuck, 
Philippi. It contains the end, ordained by God, of the éior., thus ex- 
hibiting Abraham’s faith in its teleological connection with the divine de- 
cree, and that in reference to the word of God, ver. 17 ; hence, it is less in 
harmony with the context to take ei¢ rd yevécOa x.t.2. as the purpose of 


_ Abraham. Ver. 11, cic 7d elvac airdv «7.4. is quite analogous. Following 


Beza, many writers (including even Reiche, K6llner, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Krehl, Mehring, Hofmann, take ei¢ rd yev. as the object of érior.; quite 
contrary to the usage of the N. T. ; see on ver. 11. Here, as in every case 
previously, the object of faith (the divine promise) is quite self-evident. 
The view which explains it of the consequence (Béhme, Flatt, Fritzsche, 
following older writers) for xai obrwe éyévero, is linguistically erroneous (see 
on i. 20), and quite at variance with tbe tenor of the discourse; for in vv. 
19-21 the delineation of the faith itself is still continued, so that at this stage 
the result (it is introduced in ver. 22) would be quite out of place. — xara 
76 eipyu.| belonging to yevéobar x.7.A., not to ériorevoe (Hofmann, in accord- 
ance with his incorrect view of ei¢ rd x.1.4.). —obrwc] What is meant by 
this, Paul assumes to be familiar to his readers ; and therefore the corre- 
sponding part is by no means wanting. F G and several Fathers (also Vulg. 
ms.) have after cov the addition: d¢ oi dorépec tov obpavod kal 7 aupoc THe 
Gaddoonc. The first half only is a proper gloss ; the kai } du. tr. 6a. does not 
lie in the otrwc, Gen. xv. 5, but is imported from Gen. xii. 16. 

Vv. 19-21 are still dependent on é¢, completing the description of the 
believing Abraham : and (who), because he was not weak in faith, regarded not 
his own dead body.* Theophylact has properly expressed the meiosis in 
a00.: pu aobevgoac TH ThoTEL, GAN ioxvpay adtpv Exov. By pA the doder. is neg- 


1 Hermann, ad Viger. p. 853; Poppo,ad dead. Therefore vevexp. without the article. 
Thuc. Til. 1, p. 318 ff. Comp. Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. iy. 6,1; Stall- 
2 See Déderlein, philolog. Beitr. p. 303 ff. baum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 573 A. 

3 i.e. his own body: which was one already 
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atived from the point of view of the subject. Comp. on ver. 17. —oi 
xatevénoe| [See Note XLVII. p. 178.] he did not fix his attention thereon. 
Comp. Heb. iii. 1, x. 24 ; Luke xii. 24 ; Judith x. 14. This remark is no 
historical blunder inconsistent with Gen. xvii. 17 (de Wette ; comp. 
Riickert), but is quite in harmony with the account given in Gen. xv. 5, 6, 
where, immediately after the divine promise obtw¢ éora: 7d orépya cov it is 
said: kai érwiorevoev’ABp.7Te@ Oe@. This (and not what is related in 
Gen. xvii. 17) is the fact which Paul here exhibits in greater detail, inas- 
much as he depicts the kai ériorevoe of Gen. l.c., in its strength at first neg- 
atively (in the non-consideration of bodily obstacles) and then positively. 
The immediately decided faith of Abraham in Gen. xv., to which Paul here 
refers, is not inconsistent with the subsequent hesitation, Gen. xvii. (the 
account of which, moreover, belongs to another author) ; the latter is a 
wavering which may easily be understood from a psychological point of 
view. Comp. the doubt of the Baptist as to the Messiahship of Jesus, Matt. 
xi. 2 ff. — vevexpwpuévov and véxpworc conveying the idea of decrepitude with 
reference to the powers of procreation and of conception respectively. 
Comp. Heb. xi. 12; Kypke, II. p. 164. — éxarovraérig «.7.A.] although so 
advanced in years that he might naturally have regarded, etc., yet he did 
not do so. The zov is the circiter in approximate statements of number ; 
Herod. i. 119; vii. 5; Diog. L. viii. 86. Comp. Xen. Oec. 17, 3. Not 
used by Paul elsewhere. Abraham was then ninety-nine years old. See 
Gen. xvii. 1, 17, xxi. 5. ‘‘ Post Semum nemo centum annorum generasse 
Gen. xi. legitur,” Bengel.*—- Observe, as to xai 7. véx., that the negation ob 
xatévonoe extends to both the objects of the sentence. Hofmann’s objection 
to our reading,’ and his declaration that instead of xai we should expect 
ovdé are erroneous.* The véxpworc is the deadness of the womb attested as 
having already set in at Gen. xviii. 11. Was Sarah still to become a 
mother éx roda¢ yaotpé¢ (Pind. Pyth. iv. 98) !— ei¢ d8 rv éxayyediav k.7.A. | 
[See Note XLVIII. p. 178.].The negative proposition in -ver. 19 is, in the 
first place, still more specially elucidated, likewise negatively, by cig... . 
arwotia (dé, the epexegetical autem), and then the positive opposite relation is 
subjoined to it by aaa’ éveduv. «.7.2. In the former negative illustrative 
clause the chief element giving the information is ei¢ tr. érayy. Tt. Oeov, Which 
is therefore placed first with great emphasis: ‘‘but with regard to the 
promise of God he wavered not incredulously, but waxed strong in faith,” ete. 


1 With regard to the children subsequent- 
ly begotten with Keturah, Gen. xxv. 1 ff., 
the traditional explanation, already lying 
at the foundation of Augustine, de Civ. D. 
Xwi. 28, is sufficient, viz. that the power of 


begetting, received from God, continued ~ 


after the death of Sarah.—On éxarovraérys 
comp. Pind. Pyth.iv.508. According to the 
uncertain canon of the old grammarians 
(see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 406 f.) it ought to 
have been written here as an oxytone (so 
Lachmann) because it is the predicate of a 
person. Comp. Kiihner, I. p. 420. 


2 With the reading without od (see the crit. 
remarks) the thought conveyed is: ang 
without having been weak in faith he regarded, 
etc., but did not become doubtful in respect to 
the promise of God, etc. Comp. Hofmann. 
But wn acd. r. rior. would thus be super- 
fluous, and even logically unsuitable in re 
lation to ver. 20. Simply and clearly Paul 
would only have written : cai xarevonoe pév 
7d EavToD Toma. K.T.A, eis 5é Thy Emayy. K.T.A. 

3 See Winer, p. 460 [E. T. 493 f.]; Butt- 
mann, neut. Gr. p. 315 [E. T. 368 f.]. Comp. 
also Jacobs, ad Del. epigr, vi. 10, not. crit. 
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Since in this way the discourse runs on very simply and suitably to the 
sense, it is unnecessary to resort to the more awkward suggestion, that 
Paul already begins the antithetic statement with dé (however, see Hartung, 
Partikell. 1. p. 171), to which nevertheless he has again given the emphasis 
of contrast through the negative and positive forms (Philippi, who, how- 
ever, admits our view also; comp. Tholuck and others). In no case, 
however, can it be said, with Riickert, that Paul wished to write eic¢ 
dé t. émayy. T. cod érior. undév dtaxpirduevoc, but that his love for antitheses 
induced him to divide the idea of éxior. into its negative and positive 
elements, and that therefore cic should be referred to the érior. at first 
thought of. De Wette (comp. Krehl) conjectures that, according to the 
analogy of moretber eic, sic is the object of duexp. It is the quite usual in 
regard to, as respects; see Winer, p. 371 [E. T. 397]. — dcaxpivecta] To 
waver, the idea being that of a mental struggle into which one enters, xiv. 
23; Matt. xxi. 21; Acts x. 20; see Huther on James i. 6. This usage is 
so certain in the N. T., that there is no need to translate, with van Hengel : 
non contradixit, referring to Gen. xvii. 17 ff., in which case Th arwotia is 
supposed to mean : ‘‘quanquam in animo volvebat, quae diffidentiam inspi- 
rarent.” Such a thought is foreign to the connection, in which everything 
gives prominence to faith only, and not to a mere resignation. —rq amoria, 
is instrumental, in the sense of the producing cause, but 7 miore:, on 
account of the correlation with dofev. r@ riorec in ver. 19, is to be taken as 
the dative of more precise definition, consequently : he wavered not by means 
of the unbelief (which in such a case he would have had), but became strong 
as respects the faith (which he had). Hofmann’s explanation is erroneous, 
because not in keeping with the dofev. r. ricr. above. He takes TH TioTE as 
causal : by faith Abraham was strengthened ‘to an action in harmony with 
the promise and requisite for its realization.” This addition, which can 
hardly fail to convey a very indelicate idea, is a purely gratuitous impor- 
tation. — évedvvaué0y] became strong, heroic in faith ; passive. Comp. Aq. 
Gen. vii. 20 : évedvvayddn 76 idwp. Heb. xi. 34; Acts ix. 32; Eph. vi. 10; 
LXX. Ps. lii. 7 : évedvvayd6n éri Th pataiéryte avtov. In Greek authors the 
word does not occur. —dodc défav r6 Oe¢ ] while he gave God glory, and? 
was fully persuaded (xiv. 5; Col. iv. 12) that, etc. The aorist participles 
put the dcdévac dézav x.7.2. not as preceding the évedvvauobn, Or as presupposed 
in it, but as completed simultaneously with it (comp. of Eph. i. 5). — didévac 
déEav (WIAD {DI) rH OcH denotes generally every act (thinking, speaking or 
doing) that tends to the glory of God (Josh. vii. 19; Jer. xiii. 16 ; Esr. x. 
11; Luke xvii. 18; John ix. 24 ; Acts xii. 23) ; and the context supplies 
the special reference of its meaning. Here : by recognition of the divine 
_ omnipotence (not cireumeisione subeunda, as van Hengel thinks), as is shown 
by what follows, which is added epexegetically. ‘Insigne praeconium 
fidei est, gloriam Deo tribuere,” Melanchthon. The opposite : 1 Johnv. 10. 
— érqyyedta:]in a middle sense. Winer, p. 246 [E. T. 262]. 


1 The evidence against xa‘ is too weak. the 8006 56. r. @. Oecumenius has aptly re- 
Without it rAnpod, would be subordinated to marked on mAnpod.: ovK elme TLE TEVTAS, 
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Ver. 22. Result of the whole disquisition, emphatically pointing back to 
ver. 3 (éAoyloy ait@ ei¢ duxacoovvnv). — did Kai] on which account also (i. 24), 
namely because Abraham believed so strongly as is described in vv. 18-21. 
—~ The subject of éAoyioby (it was reckoned) is self-evident, viz. the believing. 
Comp. Nigelsbach, zwr Ilias, p. 60, ed. 3. 

Vv. 23-25. Relation of the Scripture testimony as to Abraham’s justifi- 
cation to the justification of Christians by faith ; with which the proof for 
the véuov ioropev dia tHe Tiotews (iii. 31) is completed. —dr airév] on his ac- 
count, in order to set forth the mode of Ais justification. Then, corresponding 
thereto : 6” juac. Comp. Beresch R. 40, 8: ‘‘Quicquid scriptum est de 
Abrahamo, scriptum est de filiis ejus.” On the idea generally comp. xiv. 
4; 1 Cor. ix. 10, x. 6, 11; Gal. iii, 8.— wéArer Aoyifeobar] namely the mvo- 
reve, which, in accordance with the divine ordination, is to be reckoned 
to us Christians (wéA2e:),—to us, as those who believe on Him that raised up 
Jesus. éAder (comp. on viii. 13) is therefore not to be taken for éyedre, 
(Béhme, comp. Olshausen), but contains what God has willed, which 
shall accomplish itself continuously as to each concrete case (not for the first 
time at the judgment, as Fritzsche thinks) where Christ is believed on, 
The juecic, i.e. the community of believers (not however conceived as becom- 
ing such, as Hofmann supposes), are the constant recipients of the fulfilment 
of that which was once written not merely for Abraham’s sake but also for 
theirs. —roic muctebovorv] not : who from time to time become believing (Hof- 
mann), which is not consistent with jude, but : quippe qui eredunt. The 
éxl tov éyeipavta x.t.A. that is added then points out the specific contents, 
which is implied in the péArec AoyifecOa, for the moreberv that has not yet 
been more precisely defined. In and with this faith we have constantly the 
blessing of the Aoyi{ec#a divinely annexed to it. Comp. viii. 1. And the 
él rov éyeipayra k.T.A. (comp. x. 9) is purposely chosen to express the charac- 
ter of the faith, partly on account of the necessary analogy with ver. 17,’ 
and partly because the divine omnipotence, which raised up Jesus, was at 
the same time the strongest proof of divine grace (ver. 25). Regarding éri, 
comp. on ver. 5. — rapedé6y| standing designation for the divine surrender of 
Christ, surrender unto death (viii. 32), perhaps after Is. liii. 12. It is at the 
same time self-swrrender (Gal. ii. 20; Eph. v. 2), since Christ was obedient 
to his Father. — dca ra raparr. judv] on account of our sins, namely, that they 
might be atoned for by the iAaorfpiov of Jesus, iii. 24 f., v. 8 f.— dia rH 
Sixaiwory juav] on account of our justification, in order to accomplish on us 
the judicial act of transference into the relation of dcxacootvy. Comp. v. 18. 
For this object God raised Jesus from the dead ;* for the resurrection of 


GAN’ éuharixotepov. It corresponds with the gians (comp. also Gerhard in Calovius) took 


Sull victory of the trial of the patriarch’s 
faith at the close of its delineation. - 

1 But in point of fact to ‘‘ believe on 
Christ’ and to ‘‘ believe on God who raised 
Christ,’ are identical, because in both. cases 
Christ is the specific object. 

2 Compare Weiss, didl. Theol. p. 329. For 
the view which the older Reformed theolo- 


of the state of the case as an acquittal from 
our sins, which was accorded to Christ and 
to us with Him through His resurrection, 
see Ritschl, Rechifertigung und Versdhnung, 
I. p. 288 f. According to Beza, Christ could 
not have furnished the atonement of our — 
sins, if He had not, as the risen victor, van- 
quished death. But the case is rather 
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the sacrificed One was required to produce in men the faith, through which 
alone the objective fact of the atoning offering of Jesus could have the ef- 
fect of dixaiwore subjectively, because Christ: is the iAaorhpiov dia rie mloTEewe, 
iii. 25. Without His resurrection therefore the atoning work of His death 
would have remained without subjective appropriation ; His surrender da 
Ta raparr. judy would not have attained its end, our justification. Comp. 
especially 1 Cor. xv. 17; 2 Cor. v. 20f., xv.; 1 Pet. i. 21. Moreover the 
two definitions by d:4 are not two different things, but only the two aspects 
of the same exhibition of grace, the negative and the positive ; of which, 
however, the former by means of the parallelism, in which both are put in 
juxtaposition, is aptly attributed to the death as the objective tAaorhpiov, and 
the latter to the resurrection, as the divine act that is the means of its ap- 
propriation.' Melanchthon has well said: ‘‘Quanquam enim praecessit 
meritum, tamen ita ordinatum fuit ab initio, ut tunc singulis applicaretur 
cum fide acciperent.” The latter was to be effected by the resurrection of 
Jesus ; the meritwm lay in His death, but the raising Him up took place for 
the dieaiworc, in which His meritum was to be realized in the faithful. Comp. 
viii. 834, Against the Catholic theologians, who referred dix. to sanctification 
(as Maier, Bisping, Déllinger, and Reithmayr still do), see Calovius. Nor 
is intercession even (viii. 34) to be introduced into did Trav dixatwow pudv 
(Calvin and others ; also Tholuck and Philippi), since that does not take 
place to produce the dcxasocbvn, but has reference to those who are already 
justified, with a view to preserve them in the state of salvation ; consequently 
the dixaiworg of the subjects concerned precedes it. 


Notes spy AMERICAN EpITor. 


XXXVI. Ver. 1. ti obv épotpev ebpyévar ’ABpady kata odpxa ; 


It seems better to regard this question as involving an objection or difficulty 
anticipated by the Apostle as arising from the cther side. If the doctrine of 
faith establishes the law in its truest meaning and follows out the line cf the 
O. T., it was natural to ask from the Judaistic standpoint, What can we hold that 
Abraham gained according to the flesh, i.e. in the sphere to which works belong? 
To this question, as taken up into the Apostle’s discourse and presented in his 
own language, the answer is, Nothing—nothing, that is, in respect to the great 
matter under consideration. The question implies this answer, and the fol- 
_ lowing verses confirm it. Weiss ed. Mey., indeed, declares this to be an arbi- 
trary assumption, and maintains that a question involving such a negative 


conceived as the converse: Christ could 
not have risen, if His death had not expi- 
ated our sins. In this way Christ has not 
merely died irép yuadv, but has also been 
raised again (2 Cor. v. 15) ; without His sav- 
ing power, however, having been in itself 
conditioned only by the resurrection (to 
which, in the main, the views of Ottinger 
and Menken ultimately come). 

1 The reference to the fellowship with the 


death of Christ, whereby believers have 
died to their former life, and with His res- 
urrection as an entrance into a new state 
of life no longer conditioned by the flesh 
(see Rich. Schmidt, Paulin. Christol. p. 74), 
is inadmissible ; because it does not corre- 
spond to the prototype of Abraham, which 
determines the entire representation of 
justification in this chapter. 
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could not be derived from iii, 31, because in that verse there is no indication 
of anything calling for it. But is an assumption arbitrary which enables us 
to connect with this verse the following context in a natural and a simple way, 
and saves the necessity of giving to ydp, as Weiss does, the sense (very uncom- 
mon, if ever found in the N. T. in such sentences) of namely, or indeed? And as 
for iii. 31, there was surely, to the Jewish mind, if not to the mind of the mod- 
ern commentator, a suggestion in the claim of that verse of a depreciation of 
the glory of Abraham, and just such a suggestion as might call for and occasion 
the entire course of reasoning which fills this fourth chapter. 


XXXVII. Ver. 1. xara odpxa. 


The words card odpxa, whether we read evpnxévac after qudv, with T. R. Meyer, 
Godet, etc., or after époduev, with Tisch., Weiss, etc., are probably to be connected 
with that verb (so Meyer, Weiss). The question considered in the next verses 
is, not whether he gained anything, but whether he gained anything xara odpxa. 
R. V. text makes according to the flesh qualify forefather. A. R. V. joins the 
phrase with the verb. The text of Westcott and Hort omits etpnxéva: altogether, 
with B and 47. The meaning, then, is, What shall we say of Abraham our 
forefather according to the flesh? This text is recognized in R. V. marg. 


XXXVIII. Ver. 2. ei ydp ’ABpadp x.7.A. 


After all the discussion of this verse, and the various attempts made to ex- 
plain it, the view of Calvin, Hodge, etc. seems to be the most satisfactory 
that can be offered. The only serious objection to it is that which Meyer sug- 
gests—that the words mpd¢ edv occur only after a/A’ od, instead of being in- 
serted after éyer xavynua of the preceding clause. But when we consider that, 
if this view be adopted, we have a simple and complete proof of the negative 
answer which is suggested by ver. 1; that we have the O. T. argument for 
the Pauline doctrine introduced, in a most natural way, as starting from the 
question of that verse; and that the writer may have placed the words zpdc 
Gedv where they are, because the following verses were to direct *attention to 
God's accounting of faith as righteousness,—while they would easily be carried 
back by the reader’s mind to the previous clause also, inasmuch as glorying 
before God is manifestly in the line of thought,—this objection loses much of 
its force, and must be regarded as overbalanced by the other considerations. 


XXXIX. Ver. 3. tAoyioOn ei¢ dixacoodvyy. 


The meaning of the phrase éAoyio0n ei¢ dixacoodvnv is rendered clear, (a) by 
the passages in which Paul uses this verb (with eic) with reference to other 
subjects than the one here under consideration, Rom. ii. 26, ix. 8 (cf. Acts 
xix. 27) ; (b) by the passages in which he uses the same verb with dc, Rom. 
viii. 36; 1 Cor. iv. 1. (cf. Rom. vi. 11, a kindred passage, although dc is 
omitted) ; (c) by the passages in which the verb occurs, with either of the two 
prepositions, in the LXX. (eic, 1 Kings i. 13; Job xli. 23; Ps. ev. 31; Isa. 
xxix. 17; xxxii. 15; xl. 17; Lam. iv. 2; Hos. viii. 12—éc, Gen. xxxi. 15; Job ° 
xli. 20; Ps. xliii. 22 ; Isa. v. 28, xxix. 16, xl. 15; Dan. iv. 32; Amos vi. 5); (a) 
by kindred passages in the Apoc. books (with eic, Wisdom of Sol. ii. 16, ix. 6 ; 
1 Mace. ii. 52—with dc, Eccl. xxix. 6). The comparison of these passages 
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proves, beyond reasonable doubt, that the phrases éAoyicOn ei¢ and éA. dc are sub- 
stantially equivalent to each other. They differ only as our expressions : to 
count a person for a wise man, and to count him asa wise man. To urge, as 
some have done, that ei¢ owrnpiav, cig uetdévo.av, etc., sometimes, in other con- 
nections, mean, that they might be saved, etc., has no force. We have here a 
peculiar phrase, used by many of the Scripture writers. They all employ it 
with a single and definite meaning. They never, when using it, give the telic 
sense to the preposition. If they do not give it this sense where there is no 
reference to the case of Abraham, the conclusion is irresistible that they do 
not where there is such a reference. When Abraham believed, therefore— 
such is the Apostle’s statement—his faith was reckoned to him by God for, i.e. 
as if it were, actual righteousness. Faith is not actual righteousness, but, 
in view of the provision made by the grace of God for the forgiveness of sins, 
it is accounted as if it were: compare ii. 26, where the uncircumcision of the 
Gentile, in the supposed case, is reckoned as circumcision, though actually it 
is not circumcision. Faith, in the Christian system, is thus accepted of God 
in the place of the perfect righteousness which, on the legal method, was 
required for justification ; and the man who believes is declared right before 
the Divine tribunal—all obstacles on the governmental side having been 
removed by the sacrifice of Christ (cf. iii. 24-26). It may be noticed, also, 
that in no passage in Paul’s writings, or in other parts of the N. T. where 
Aoyilecha: eic, or the verb alone, is used, is there a declaration that anything 
belonging to one person is imputed, accounted, or reckoned to another (the 
use of the kindred verb éAAdya (Philem. 18) constituting no proper excep- 
tion), or a formal statement that Christ’s righteousness is imputed to believers. 
It is the believer’s own faith—as it was in the case of Abraham—which is 
reckoned to him. 


XL. Ver. 5. Aoyiferar—ei¢ dixarooivyr, 


The parallelism of vv. 4 and 5 would call for the words od Aoyiferar Kata 
ddeiAnua, aAAd Kara ydpuv at the end of verse 5, instead of those which are found 
there. The substitution of these latter words is easily accounted for as arising 
from the inserted mioretvovt: x.7.A., and also as designed to meet the thought of 
the following verse ; and even more easily, on account of the fact that the sub- 
stituted words carry with them, also, the idea of those whose place they fill. 


XLI. Ver. 9. 6 paxapiopig ody obrog k.T.A, 


The question suggested here is the one which naturally follows after the 
preceding context. If justification is shown in the O. T. to be by faith, 
because Abraham was thus justified, how far does it extend? Is it limited 
to the circumcision, or does it reach out to the uncircumcision also? The 
question is suitably put in this form, because Abraham was, in the course of 
his life, in both conditions ; and it can be readily answered by noticing the 
fact, that he is spoken of in the history as having had his faith accounted to 
him for righteousness while he was yet uncircumcised. 

In the manner of introducing the question of this verse, a peculiarity of 
Paul’s style may be observed. The allusion to David is not for the purpose of 
bringing forward a second example, but only (as Meyer also says) to give a 
confirmation from David’s words of what is established by the single example 
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of Abraham. This passage concerning David’s macarism, therefore, is paren- 
thetical as related to the main line of thought. But here, as in other places in 
his epistles, when the Apostle returns, at the end of the parenthesis, to the 
direct’ course of the argument, he remains, in his phraseology, under the 
influence of what he has just before been saying. A striking instance of this 
may be seen in vy. 18, 19, comp. with v. 15-17. Here it may be noticed in the 
words paxapiopuoc odv obTog. 


XLII. Ver.-11. ei¢ 7d elvar adrov marépa, x.7.A. 


In vv. 11, 12 we find a correspondence with Gal. iii. 7. The grammatical 
connection with the immediately preceding context is different, indeed, in the 
two passages, and consequently the presentation of the thought in its details is 
also different. But the central point in relation to the reasoning is the same. 
In both cases we have—in substance here, and formally in Gal.—the conclusion 
which follows from the fact that Abraham was justified by faith. If he re-_ 
ceived his justification by this means, all believers (whether Gentiles or Jews) 
may likewise receive it. In Gal. this thought is expressed by saying that 
those who have faith (and they only) are sons of Abraham ; in these verses, 
by saying, that Abraham is the father of all who have faith. 


XLITI. Ver. 12. aAAa nai roi¢ ororyotour. 


Westcott and Hort suppose roic to be a ‘‘ primitive error [the original read- 
ing not having been rightly preserved in any existing document] for adroic.” 
Alford says, ‘‘ The inversion of the article appears to be in order to bring out 
more markedly” the two ideas—‘‘who are not only of é« repit., but also of 
orox.” Shedd, with a similar thought apparently, regards the second arti- 
cle as employed for the purpose of more emphatically calling attention to the 
added characteristic. Godet considers the first rof¢ as a pronoun, but the 
second as a simple definite article: ‘those who are not only of the circum- 
cision, but, at the same time, the (individuals) walking, etc.’? Weiss ed. Mey. 
suggests that the true explanation may be in the fact, that here also, as in 
ver. 11, the essential condition to a sharing in what Abraham had is a similar 
faith to his—to those who are not only circumcised, but—also in this case, 
only to those who walk, etc. Philippi says, ‘It is to be borne in mind that 
negligences of expression occur in the most. practised and correct writers.”’ 
Gifford supposes that the Apostle himself, or his amanuensis, or one of the 
earliest transcribers of the Epistle, inserted a superfluous article. The expla- 
nation of Godet appears fanciful, and is contrary to all the probabilities of the 
case. That of Weiss involves, to say the least, a very unusual form of express- . 
ing the supposed idea. That of Alford and Shedd assumes an emphasis which 
can hardly be proved to inhere in the repeated article. The Greeks did not, 
apparently, adopt this course to secure emphasis, and it is doubtful whether 
any such design on the part of the writer would have been suggested to the 
reader’s mind by the repetition, The textual conjecture of Dr. Hort (W. & H.) 
_ may be an ingenious one, but has no external support. It seems better to 
hold, with Meyer, de Wette, etc., that the article is erroneously repeated, or, as 
Winer and Philippi say, that there is here an instance of negligence of style. 
The irregularity may, very probably, be explained in connection with the fact 
that Paul was not writing, but dictating. 
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XLIV. Ver. 13. ob ydp dia véuov 4 éxayyedia.x.7.A. 


At ver. 13 the thought—although, here again, the grammatical connection 
and the manner of introducing the new point are different—turns to what in 
the Epistle to the Galatians is presented in iii. 8-10, The O. T. proof 
for justification by faith, as founded on the case of Abraham, rests not 
only upon the fact that he was justified in this way, but also upon the 
peculiarity of the promise which was given tohim. The argument in Galatians 
is this: The promise was a promise of blessing ; those who are of the law are 
under a curse, and hence cannot be sharers in the blessing ; consequently the 
men who receive the fulfilment of the promise must be believers, and only 
believers. In the passage before us, it is changed somewhat by reason of the 
exigencies of the context, but, in substance, it is the same. The promise is 
here described in its relation to Abraham—that he should be heir of the 
world ; in Galatians, in its relation to his believing successors—that all the 
nations should be blessed in him. Of this promise it is said that it did not 
come to Abraham through the law, but through faith, and the proof presented 
is (like that in Galatians), that the law works toward a result opposite to the 
one indicated in the promise— namely, toward wrath, and not blessing. The 
experience of the fulfilment of the promise, therefore, could not be secured to 
any—much less to all the true seed of Abraham (both Jews and Gentiles), if it 
were attainable only through the law. On the other hand, it is and can be 
made sure only through faith. 


XLV. Ver. 13. did vdpov. 


That vdéuoc, in vv. 18, 14, means the Mosaic law is evidenced, (a) by the fact 
that, when the Apostle presents in ver. 15 the proof of the statement which he 
makes respecting véuoc in ver. 14, he uses the words 6 véuoc. In order to the 
completeness of this proof, the two expressions must refer to the same thing ; 
(b) by the parallelism, in its main thought, of this passage with Gal. iii. 
8-10. The proof there offered (ver. 10) requires the same correspondence 
between the two which is demanded here; (c) by the contrast, in the verses 
which immediately follow, both here and in Galatians, between faith and the 
law—where the reference is clearly to the law of Moses ; (d) by the fact that 
in Gal. iii. 18—where a similar statement is found to that of ver. 14 here, 
and véuov is used—the preceding verse to which this statement is subordinate 
has 6 vduoc, and is in the midst of a surrounding context which deals especially 
with the position and effect of that particular law which the Jews knew. 
Meyer holds that véyo¢ of the last clause of ver. 15 also means the Mosaic 
law—where the law is not, etc.—and this is very probably, though not certainly, 
the true explanation. If, however, this be not the meaning, the peculiar form 
of expression—with the negative—must be regarded as indicating the more 
universal sense, where there is no law. 


XLVI. Ver. 15. odd? rapaBaore. 


napéBacic, tapaBdrnc, and zapaBaive, refer to that particular sort of sin or 
wrong which consists in transgression of positive or revealed or written law. The 
use of the first of these words here, therefore, shows that Paul certainly did 
not mean by véuoc of this verse any law whatever, whether revealed law or the 
law of nature. This view of the meaning has been held by some writers, but 
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is quite indefensible, ‘‘Transgression,’’in the Pauline language, always pre- 
supposes the existence of revealed or positive law. The evidence respecting 
the use of these words may be seen by examining the passages in which they 
occur: mapaBaivo, Matt. xv. 2,3; Acts i. 25; 2 John 9 (T. R.); rapaBdrne, 
Rom. ii. 25, 27; Gal. ii. 18 ; James ii. 9, 11; rapéBaorc, Rom. ii, 23, iv. 15, v. 
14 ; Gal. iii. 19; 1 Tim. ii. 14; Heb. ii. 2, ix. 15. 


XLVII. Ver. 19. 0d xarevdyoer, 


In opposition to the view of Meyer, who adopts od, T. R. (see his critical 
remarks at the beginning of the chapter), W. & H., Tisch., Treg., Weiss, Godet, 
and others, omit it. Weiss ed. Mey. claims that Meyer’s explanation of the 
negative u7 before dobevioac, as being from the point of view of the subject, is 
to be rejected because Abraham cannot be regarded as reflecting on the char- 
acter of his faith, and that a rhetorical meiosis, such as is supposed by Mey, 
Philippi, and others (following Theophylact), would certainly have been 
expressed with oix. The uy, he thinks, can only deny such an dodeveiy as 
apparently would be necessarily united with xarevénoev ; and hence he holds 
that the od before the last mentioned verb cannot have been in the original 
text. As against Meyer’s view respecting uj Weiss seems to be correct, but it 
is doubtful whether his own positive position can be maintained. Can we not, 
with Winer, p. 486, account for yf (if we read od katevonoev), aS introducing a 
supposition or conception which is to be denied? Philippi claims, on the 
other hand, that the od cannot be dispensed with, because the subjoined dé 
(ver. 20) would, in that case, have required the insertion of hév after xarevégcoer. 
Buttm. (p. 356), however, shows that while yév would be demanded ina 
classical writer, there is more looseness of usage in the case of Paul and the 
other N. T. authors. The attempt to determine on absolute grounds that the 
one or the other reading must, of necessity, be adopted seems to be vain, and 
the question must be decided according to the probabilities of the case, both 
external and internal. The external evidence undoubtedly favors the omission 
of ob. The internal argument is more evenly balanced, but the connection 
with ver. 18, in which Abraham is represented as resting his belief upon hope 
in God, where there seemed to be no ground for hope on the human side, and 
the fact that Gen. xvii. 17is the passage in the O. T. narrative to which the 
language of the verse is most nearly conformed, may be regarded as,on the 
whole, confirming the evidence of the oldest mss. If od is omitted, Ln acbevnoac 
may be translated, with R. V. and Weiss, without being weakened [or weak] in 
faith, or, perhaps better, with Buttm. (cf. Godet), not being weak, etc. —the clause, 
as Godet expresses it, ‘‘ controlling all that follows,” as if a sort of negative cause. 
The former rendering is exposed, in some degree, to the objection presented 
by Meyer, that the clause thus becomes superfluous. He holds, however (see 
his note), that this is the true rendering of the text, if read without od, and 
presents the objection as an argument against that text. 


_XLVIITI. Ver. 20. ic d2 ray érayyediar. 


If od is omitted before xarevdyoev, dé is to be explained as equivalent to on the 
other hand, or yet; although he considered the facts which made the result 
promised seem impossible, he yet was so far from wavering through unbelief, 
that he was even strengthened, etc. 


* 


CHAP. V. 179 


CHAPTER V. 


Ver. 1. éyovev] Lachm. (in the margin), Scholz, Fritzsche, and Tisch. (8) read 
éyouev, following A B* C D K L 8%, min., several vss. (including Syr. Vulg. 
It.) and Fathers. But this reading, though very strongly attested, yields a 
sense (let us maintain peace with God) that is here utterly unsuitable ; because 
the writer now enters on a new and important doctrinal topic, and an exhortation 
at the very outset, especially regarding a subject not yet expressly spoken of, 
would at this stage be oul of place.! Hence the éyouev, sufficiently attested by 
B** 8** F G, most min., Syr. p. and some Fathers, is to be retained ; and the 
subjunctive must be regarded as having arisen from misunderstanding, or 
from the hortatory use of the passage. — Ver. 2. 19 miotec] wanting in BD EF 
G, Aeth. It. ; omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. (7), as also by Ewald. Following 
ver, 1, it is altogether superfluous ; but this very reason accounts for its omis- 
sion, which secured the direct reference of ei¢ r. ydp. tavt to mpooay, The gen- 
uineness of 17 more: is also attested by the reading év 79 tiorec (so Fritzsche) 
in A &** 93, and several Fathers, which points to a repetition of the final letters 
of éoxfxawEN.—Ver. 6. After dofevay preponderating witnesses have ér1, which 
Griesb. Lachm. and Tisch. (8) have adopted. A misplacement of the ér: before 
yap, because it was construed with dodevdv, along with which it came to be 
written. Thus ér: came in twice, and the first was either mechanically allowed 
to remain (A C D* §), or there was substituted for it eiye (B), or ete Té (F G), or 
ei yép. The misplacement of the érv came to predominate, because a Church- 
lesson began with Xpiordc. — Ver. 8. 6 Oedc, which a considerable number of 
witnesses have before ei¢ #ude (so Tisch. 7) is wanting in B. But as the love 
of Christ, not that of God, appeared from ver. 7 to be the subject of the dis- 
course, 6 Gedc was omitted. — Ver 11. xkavyduevor] F G read xavyouer ; Ty, ‘ton, 
and several Fathers xavydéuefa. Also Vulg. It. Arm. Slav. express gloriamur, 
An erroneous interpretation. See the exegetical remarks, — Ver. 12. The sec- 
ond 6 6dvaroc is wanting in DE F G62, It. Syr. p. Aeth. and most Fathers, also 
Aug. In Syr. with an asterisk; Arm. Chrys. Theodoret place it after Ou ABev. 
Tisch. (7) had omitted it. But as the word has preponderant testimony in its 
favour, and as in order to the definiteness of the otherwise very definitely ex- 
pressed sentence it cannot be dispensed with, if in both halves of ver. 12 the 
relation of sin and death is, as is manifestly the design, to be expressly put for- 
ward, 6 0dvaroc, omitted by Tisch., must be defended. Its omission may have 
arisen from its apparent superfiuousness, or from the similarity between the 
final syllables of dv@pSIIOYS= and 6dvaTOS. — Ver. 14. uj] is wanting in 62, 63, 
67**, Or. and others, codd. in Ruf, and Aug., and is declared by Ambrosiaster 


1 This even, in opposition to the opinion vero non videtur.” Hofmann also has not 
of Tisch. (8), that on account of the weighty been able suitably to explain the éxwpev 
testimony in its favour éxwzev cannot be which he defends. See the exegetical re- 
rejected, “ nisi prorsus ineptum sit ; ineptum marks. 
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to be an interpolation. But it is certified partly by decisive testimony in its 


favour ; partly by the undoubted genuineness of the cai; and partly because 


the 4 apparently contradicts the erroneously understood é¢’ (in quo) wavre¢ 
juaprov in ver. 12. See Reiche, Commentar. crit. I. p. 39 ff. — Ver. 16. éuaprf- 
coavtoc] DE F G, 26, 80, and several vss. and Fathers read dpaptHuatoc, which 
Griesb. recommended. A gloss occasioned by the antithesis éx moAA. mapar- 
Twpdtwv, —Ver. 17. 76 Tod évd¢ mapanréuatt] So also Lachm. and Tisch. 
(8) following BC K LP &, vss.,and Fathers, But A F G read év évi raparr., 
D EK év ro évt napant. 47, Or, év évd¢ xapant. The original reading was most prob- 
ably the simplest, év évi rapanr., which, though not most strongly, is neverthe- 
less sufficiently attested (also recommended by Griesb. and adopted by Tisch. (7), 
because from it the rise of the other variations can be very naturally explained. 
By way of more specific indication in some cases, the article was added (D E), 
in others évi was changed into évéc (47, Or.). But, seeing that in any case the 
sense was quite the same as in the 76 Tod évoc naparr. read in ver. 15, this was 
at first written alongside asa parallel, and then taken into the text. 


ConTENTS.—Paul has hitherto described the dccacocbvy éx niotewe in respect 
of its necessity (i. 18-iii. 21); of its nature (iii. 21-30); and of its relation 
to the law (iii, 31-iv. 25). He now discusses the blessed assurance of salvation 
secured for the present and the future to the dixawbévreg &x miorewe (ver. 1-1 By 
and then—in order clearly to exhibit the greatness and certainty of salvation 
in Christ, more especially in its divine world-wide significance as the blissful 
epoch-forming counterpart of the Adamite ruin—he presents us with a de- 
tailed parallel between this salvation and the misery which once came through 
Adam (vv. 12-19), and was necessarily augmented through the law (vv. 20, 
21). 

Ver. 1.7 Ody draws an inference from the whole of the preceding section, 
iii. 21-iv. 25, and develops the argument in such a form that Sikawbévrec, 
following at once on 6a t4v dixaiwowy ju., heads the sentence with triumph- 
ant emphasis. What a blessed assurance of salvation is enjoyed by believers 
in virtue of their justification which has taken place through faith, is now 
to be more particularly set forth ; not however in the form of an exhortation 
(Hofmann, in accordance with the reading éyemev) ‘to let our relation to 
God be one of peace” (through a life of faith), in which case the emphasis, 
that obviously rests in the first instance on dcxaw. and then on elphvny, is 
taken to lie on did rod Kvpiov ju. I. X. — eiphygy éy. x. 7. Gedy] [See Note 
XLIX. p. 220.] He who is justified is no longer in the position of one to 
whom God must be and is hostile (éy@pd¢ Oeod, ver. 9 f.), but on the con- 
trary he has peace (not in a general sense contentment, satisfaction, as Th. 
Schott thinks) in his relation to God. This is the peace which consists in 
the known objective state of reconciliation, the opposite of the state in which 
one is subject to the divine wrath and the sensus irae. With justification 
this peace ensues as its immediate and abiding: result. Hence dixawbévrec 

- + Exouev (comp. Acts ix. 31; John xvi. 83). And through Christ (6a 


? On vv. 1-8 see Winzer, Commentat. Lips. ° 1869, p. 3 ff. 


1832. On the entire chapter Stélting, Bei- 2 Comp. Dorner, die Rechtfert. durch den 


trage z. Hxegese d. Paul. Briefe, Gottingen, Glauben, p. 12 f. 


ay Sa 
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rob. kuptov K.7.A.) as the eipnvoroide is this pacem obtinere (Bremi, ad Isocr. 
Archid. p. 111) procured ; a truth obvious indeed in itself, but which, in 
consonance with the strength and fulness of the Apostle’s own believing ex- 
perience, is very naturally again brought into special prominence here, in 
order to connect, as it were, triumphantly with this objective cause of the 
state of peace what we owe to it respecting the point in question, ver. 2. 
There is thus the less necessity for joining dé rod kvpiov x.7.A. with eipyviv 
(Stélting) ; it belongs, like xpd¢ r. Gedy, in accordance with the position of 
ixouev, to the latter word. — rpoc¢ (of the ethical relation, Bernhardy, p. 265), 
as in Acts ii 47, xxiv. 16.1 It is not to be confounded with the divinely 
wrought inward state of mental peace, which is denoted by cipfvy tov Ocod in 
Phil. iv. 7; comp. Col. iii. 15. The latter is the subjective correlate of the 
objective relation of the eipfvy, which we have rpo¢ tov cdr, although in- 
separably combined with the latter. 

Ver. 2. A’? od xai x.7.4.] Confirmation and more precise definition of the 
preceding did. . s . "Inoov X. The kai does not merely append (Stdélting), 
but is rather the ‘‘also” of corresponding relation, giving prominence pre- 
cisely to what had here an important practical bearing ?.¢. as proving the 
previous did xvpiov «.7.A. Comp. ix. 24; 1 Cor. ivi ¢ Phil. iv. 10. oPhe 
climactic interpretation here (K6llner : ‘‘a heightened form of stating the 
merit of Christ ;” comp. Riickert) is open to the objection that the zpooaywyy 
ele r. yap. is not something added to or higher than the eipjvy, but, on the 
contrary, the foundation of it. If we were totake nai. . . . Kai in the sense 
‘Sag well. . . . as” (Th. Schott, Hofmann), the two sentences, which are 
not to be placed in special relation to iii. 28 would be made co-ordinate, 
although the second is the consequence of that which is affirmed in ‘the first. 
— tiv rpocaywyhv] the introduction,* Xen. Cyrop. Vii. 5, 40 3 Thue, -82;<2)5 
Plut. Mor. p. 1097 E, Lucian, Zeua. 6 ; and see also on Eph. ii. 18. Through 
Ohrist we have had our introduction to the grace, etc., inasmuch as He 
Himself (comp. 1 Pet. iii. 18) in virtue of His atoning sacrifice which re- 
moves the wrath of God, has become our rpocaywyebs, Or, as Chrysostom 
aptly expresses it, paxpav dvrac mpoozyaye. In this case the preposition 0:4, 
which corresponds with the d:é in ver. 1, is fully warranted, because Christ 
has brought us to grace in His capacity as the divinely appointed and di- 
vinely given Mediator. Comp. Winer, p. 354 f. [E. T. 378 f.]. — To r. mpooay. 
étoxfx. belongs cig r. ydpev tabrav ; and rH riores, by means of faith, denotes the 


1Comp. Herodian, viii. 7, 8: avrt moAcuou 
pev eipyvnv Exovtes mpds Beovs. Plat. Pol. v. 
p. 465 B: cipyvnv mpds addAjrous ot avdpes 
atovow ; Legg. xii. p. 955 B; Alc. I. p. 107, 
D; Xenoph. and others. 

2 IIpocaywy7 Ought not to be explained as 
access (Vulg. accessum, and so most inter- 
preters), but as leading towards, the mean- 
ing which the word always has (even in 
Eph. ii. 18, iii. 12). See Xen. /.c.: tovs énovs 
didous Seouévous mpocaywyis. Polybius uses 
it to express the bringing up of engines 
against a besieged town, ix. 41, 1, xiv. 10, 


» 


~ 9; comp. i.48, 2; the bringing up of ships to 


the shore, x.i. 6; the bringing of cattle into 
the stall, xii. 4, 10. In Herod. ii. 58 also the 
literal meaning is: a leading up, carrying 
up in solemn procession. Tholuck and van 
Hengel have rightly adopted the active 
meaning in this verse (comp. Weber, vom 
Zorne Goties, p. 316); whilst Philippi, Um- 
breit, Ewald, Hofmann (comp. Mehring) 
abide by the rendering “ access.” Chrysos- 
tom aptly observes on Eph. ii. 18: ov yap 
ad’ éavtov mpooyjrdouev, GAN’ bn avrov 
wpogyHxdynper. 
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subjective medium of r. mpooay. éoyfxayev. On the other hand, Oecumenius, 
Bos, Wetstein, Michaelis, Reiche, Baumgarten-Crusius take r. rpocaywy. ab- 
solutely, in the sense of access to God (according to Reiche as a figurative 
mode of expressing the beginning of grace), and ei¢ ray yap. Tabr. as belong- 
ing to rg wiore. In that case we must supply after rpooay. the words Tpo¢ 
Tt. Oedv from ver. 1 (Eph. ii. 18, iii. 12) ; and we may with Bos and Michae- 
lis explain tpooaywyh by the usage of courts, in accordance with which 
access to the king was obtained through a rpooaywyetc, sequester (Lamprid. 
in Alex. Sev. 4). But the whole of this reading is liable to the objection 
that riots cig tiv xdpev would be an expression without analogy in the N. T. 
— toxjxauev] Not : habemus (Luther and many others), nor nacti swmus et 
habemus (most modern interpreters, including Tholuck, Riickert, Winzer, 
Ewald), but habuimus, namely, when we became Christians. So also de Wette, 
Philippi, Maier, van Hengel, Hofmann. Comp. 2 Cor. i. 9, ii. 18, vii. 5. 
The perfect realizes as present the possession formerly obtained, as in Plat. 
Apol. p. 20 D, and see Bernhardy, p. 379. — ic r9v yép. tabr.] The divine 
grace of which the justified are partakers ' is conceived as a field of space, into 
which they have had (éoxfxayev) introduction through Christ by means of 
faith, and in which they now have (éyouev) peace with God. — év 7 éorhKaper | 
does not refer to r# riores (Grotius), but to the nearest antecedent, ryv yapiv, 
which is also accompanied by the demonstrative : in which we stand. The 
joyful consciousness of the present, that the possession of grace once en- 
tered upon is permanent, suggested the word to the Apostle. Comp. 1 Cor. 
xv. 1; 1 Pet. v. 12. —xai cavyépeba] [See Note L. p. 221.] may be regarded 
as a continuation either of the last relative sentence (év 9 éorhx., 80 van 
Hengel, Ewald, Mehring, Stélting), or of the previous one (6v’ ob Kat x.7.A.), 
or of the principal sentence (eipfy. éyouev). The last alone is suggested by 
the context, because, as ver. 3 shows, a new and independent element in the 
description of the blessed condition is introduced with kai cavyépuea. — 
kavyaobac expresses not merely the idea of rejoicing, not merely ‘‘ the inward 
elevating consciousness, to which outward expression is not forbidden” 
(Reiche), but rather the actual glorying, by which we praise ourselves as 
privileged (‘‘ what the heart is full of, the mouth will utter”). Such is its 
meaning in all cases. — On émi, on the ground of, i.e. over, joined with xavy., 
comp. Ps. xlviii. 6; Prov. xxv. 14; Wisd. xvii. 7; Ecclus. xxx. 2. No 
further example of this use is found in the N. T.? It is therefore unneces- 
sary to isolate xavyéue0a, so as to make én’ edi: independent of it (iv. 18 ; 
so van Hengel). Comp. on the contrary, the ceuvbveoba: éri tue frequent in 
Greek authors. The variation of the prepositions, éxi and in ver. 8 éy, is 


1 For to nothing else than the grace ex- 
perienced in justification can eis 7. xdp. r. be 
referred in accordance with the context 
(dtxawwdévres)—not to the blessings of Chris- 
tianity generally (Chrysostom and others, 
including Flatt and Winzer; comp. 
Riickert and Kdllner); not to the Gospel 
(Fritzsche) ; and not to the eipyvy (Mehring, 
Stolting), which would yield a tame tautol- 


ogy.—The demonstrative ravrny implies 
something of triumph. Compare Photius. 
The joyful consciousness of the Apostle is 
still full of the high blessing of grace, 
which he has just expressed in the terms 
Stxaiwors and Sixawwdévres. 

2 But see Lycurgus in Beck. Anecd. 275, 4; 
Diod. 8. xvi. 70; and Kiihner, II. 1, p. 436. 
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not to be imputed to any set purpose ; comp. on iii. 20 ; iii. 25 f. al. —The 
défa tr. Ocov is the glory of God, in which the members of the Messiah’s 
kingdom shall hereafter participate. Comp. 1 Thess. ii. 12 ; John xvii. 22, 
also viii. 17 ; Rev. xxi. 11 ; 1 John iii. 2 ; and see Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 376. 
The reading of the Vulg.: gloriae filiorum Dei, is a gloss that hits the right 
sense. Reiche and Maier, following Luther and Grotius, take the genitive 
as a genit. auctoris. But that God is the giver of the dééa, is self-evident and 
does not distinctively characterize it. Riickert urges here also his exposition 
of iii. 23.; comp. Ewald. But see on that passage. Flatt takes it as the 
approval of God (iii. 23), but the éA7id:, pointing solely to the glorious future, — 
is decisive against this view. It is aptly explained by Melanchthon : ‘‘ quod 
Deus sit nos gloria sua aeterna ornaturus, i.e. vita aeterna et communicatione 
sui ipsius.” 

Vv. 3, 4.7 Ob pdvov dé] scil. Kkavyduea én’ tAride THe dbENe T. Ocod.? — év Taig 
Orip.| of the tribulations (affecting us), as commonly in the N. T. éy is con- 
nected with xavyaoba (ver. 11 ; 2 Cor. x. 15; Gal. vi. 18). Comp. Senec. 
de prov. iv. 4: ‘‘gaudent magni viri rebus adversis non aliter quam fortes 
milites bellis triumphant.” As to the ground of this Christian kabyyoic, see 
the sequel. On the thing itself, in which the believer’s victory over the 
world makes itself apparent (viii. 35 ff.), comp. 2 Cor. xi. 30, xii. 9; Matt. 
v. 10, 12 ; Acts v. 41; 1 Pet. iv. 12 f. Observe further, how with the joy- 
ful assurance of ample experience the triumphant discourse proceeds from 
the éAri¢ rie d6Enc, as subject-matter of the cavyaoba, to the direct opposite 
(év taicg OAipeow), which may be likewise matter of glorying. Others 
(Gléckler, Baumgarten-Crusius, Stélting) erroneously render év as in, which 
the contrast, requiring the object, does not permit, since év r. 62. is not oppos- 
ed to the év 9 in ver. 2. — trouovfy] endurance,* namely, in the Christian 
faith and life. Comp. ii. 7 ; Matt. x. 22, xxiv. 13. Paul lays down the 7 
Orie iron. katepyal. unconditionally, because he is speaking of those who 
have been justified é« riorewc, in whose case the reverse cannot take place 
without sacrifice of their faith. — dox:ufv] triedness, 2 Cor. ii. 9, villi. 2, ix. 
18 ; Phil. ii. 22, ‘‘ quae ostendit fidem non esse simulatam, sed veram, vivam 
et ardentem,’’ Melanchthon. Triedness is produced through endurance (not 
made known, as Reiche thinks); for whosoever does not endure thereby be- 
comes adéxiuoc. Thereis here no inconsistency with Jamesi. 3. See Huther. 
— éirida] namely, ric déEn¢ Tr. Ocod, as is self-evident after ver. 2. The hope, 
it is true, already exists before the doxiuq ; nevertheless, the more the Chris- 
tian has become tried, the more also will hope (which the adéxuo¢e loses) con- 


1 See a climax of description, similar in 
point of form in the Tractat. TMi) 9, 15 
(see Surenh. III. 309): ‘‘ Providentia parit 
alacritatem, alacritas, innocentiam, inno- 
centia puritatem, puritas abstinentiam, ab- 
stinentia sanctitatem, sanctitas modestiam, 
modestia timorem, timor sceleris pieta- 
tem, pietas spiritum sanctum, et spiritus 
sanctus resurrectionem mortuorum.” In 
contrast with this, how fervent, succinct, 


and full of life is the climax in our passage ! 
For other chains of climactic succession, 
see viii. 29 ff., x. 14 ff. ; 2 Pet. i. 5 ff. 

2 Examples of the usage (ver. 11, viii. 23, 
ix. 10; 2 Cor. viii. 19) may be seen in Kypke, 
IL. p. 165 ; Vigerus. ed. Herm. p. 543; Heind. 
and Stallb. ad Phaed. p. 107 B. Comp. 
Legg. vi. p. 752 A; Men. p. 71 B. 

3“ In ratione bene considerata stabilis 
et perpetua permansio,” Cic, de inv. ii. 54, 
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sciously possess him. Comp. Jamesi. 12. Hope is therefore present, and 
yet withal is produced by the emergence of the doxyq, just as faith may be 
present, and yet be still further produced through something emerging 
(John ii. 11).1— Observe further, how widely removed from all fanatical 
pride in suffering is the reason assigned with conscious clearness for the 
Christian kavyaobac év rai¢ OAipeoc in our passage. In it the éAric is uniformly 
meant and designated as the highest subjective blessing of the justified person, 
who is assured of the glorious consummation (not in ver. 3 f. as conduct and 
only in ver. 2 as blessing, as Hofmann thinks).? 

Ver. 5. ‘'H dé éAric| not, ‘‘ the hope thus established” (Oecumenius, Olshau- 
sen, Stélting), but, in accordance with the analogy of the preceding ele- 
ments, and without any excluding limitation, the hope (of glory), as such, 
consequently the Christian hope. This deceives no one who has it. It is 
self-evident, and the proof that follows gives information as to the fact, that 
this is uttered in the consciousness and out of the inward assurance of real 
living justification by faith.* — od caraoytver] maketh not ashamed, i.e. ‘‘ ha- 
bet certissimum salutis (of the thing hoped for) exitum,” Calvin, as will be 
shown at the judgment. ‘‘ Spes erit res,” Bengel. Comp. ix. 33 ; Ecclus. 
ii, 10 ; Bar. vi. 39 ; Ps. xxii. 6. Comp. also Plat. Conv. p. 183 E, Adyoue 
Polit. p. 268 D ; Dem. 314, 9. The expression 
of triumphant certainty in the present is not to be removed by changing it 
into the future (Hofmann, who would read katraocyvvei). — bre } ayarn T. Ocod 
x.T.A.] Ground of 7 dé éAric ob katacy. The divine love,‘ effectually present 
in the heart through the Holy Spirit, is to the Christian consciousness of 
faith the sure pledge that we do not hope in vain and so as to be put to 
shame at last, but that God will on the contrary fulfil our hope. coi is 
the genitive of the subject ; the love of God to us (so most expositors follow- 
ing Origen, Chrysostom, and Luther), not of the object : love to God (Theo- 
doret, Augustine, Anselm, and others ; including Klee, Gléckler, Umbreit, 
Hofmann, Stélting), which appears from ver. 8, as incorrect.° Comp. viii. 
39 ; 2 Cor. xiii, 13. As respects the justified, the wrath of God has given 
place to His Jove, which has its presence in them through the Spirit, its 
dwelling and sphere of action in believing hearts ; and thus it is to them, 
like the Spirit Himself, appafov of the hoped-for dééa, 2 Cor. i. 22, v. 5. — 
éxxéxvtat] Figure for abundant, living effective communication (Acts ii. 17, 
x. 45). The idea of abundance is already implied in the sensuous image of 
outpouring, but may also, as in Tit. iii. 6, be specially expressed. * — év raic¢ 
xapdiac¢| denotes, in accordance with the expression of the completed fact, 
the being spread abroad in the heart (motus in loco). Comp. LXX. Ps. xlv. 
2. — dua rvetparoc x.t.A.] Through the agency of the Spirit bestowed on us, 


kai Urooyéoele KaTaLoxbvac. 


1 Comp. Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl., p. 207 f. 

2 Comp. the ndeta édris, which aei rapeort, 
in contrast to the ¢jv mera Kaxis éAmidos in 
Plato, Rep. p. 881 A. 

3 Comp. Diisterdieck in the Jahrb. f. D. 
Th. 1870, p. 668 ff. 

*As is well said by Calovius: “quae 
eharitas effusa in nobis non qua inhaesionem 


subjectivam, sed qua manifestationem et qua 
éffectum vel sensum ejusdem in cordibus 
nostris effusum.”” Comp. Melanchthon 
(against Osiander). 

5 Among Catholics this explanation of ac- 
tive love was favoured by the doctrine of 
the justitia infusa. 

* Comp. generally Suicer, Zhes. I. p, 1075. 


CHAP. V., 6. 185 
who is the principle of the real self-communication of God, the divine love 
is also poured out in our hearts ; see vill. 15, 16 ; Gal. iv. 6. 

Ver. 6. Objective actual proof of this aydr7 r. Ocov, which through the 
Spirit fills our heart. Comp. as to the argument viii. 39. ‘‘ For Christ, 
when we were yet weak, at the right time died for the ungodly.” — ér| cam in 
no case belong to azé#ave (Stdlting), but neither does it give occasion for 
any conjecture (Fritzsche : 77). Paul should perhaps have written : ér 
yap bvtwv ju. aobevov Xpiorég k.7.2., OF: Xpiordg yap bvtwv hudv aobevav Ere 
x.t.A. (hence the second ér: in Lachmann) ; but amidst the collision of em- 
phasis between ér: and the subject both present to his mind, he has ex- 
pressed himself inexactly, so that now érc seems to belong to Xprord¢, and 
yet in sense necessarily belongs, as in ver. 8, to évrwv x.r.2." To get rid of this 
irregularity, Seb. Schmid, Oeder, Koppe, and Flatt have taken ér: as insuper, 
and that either in the sense of adeo (Koppe, also Schrader), which however 
it never means, not even in Luke xiv. 26 ; or so that a ‘“‘ for further, for 
moreover” (see Baeumlein, Partik. p. 119) introduces a second argument for 7 
08 éAric ob Katacy. (Flatt, also Baumgarten-Crusius). Against this latter 
construction ver. 8 is decisive, from which it is clear that vv. 6-8 are meant 
to be nothing else than the proof of the ayary r. Oot. On érz itself, with the 
imperfect participle in the sense of tune adhuc, comp. Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. 
p- 693. It indicates the continued existence, which the earlier condition 
still had.? —dvrev ju. aobevav] when we were still (ér1) without strength, still 
had not the forces of the true spiritual life, which we could only receive 


through the Holy Ghost. 


1 Comp. Plat. Rep. p. 508 E: ére 5 6 rote 
mapetpev vov Aéyouer ; p. 363 D: of & Ere TovTwY 
paxpotépous amoteivovar prodovs (where €te 
ought to stand before pwaxp.). Achill. Tat. 
_ v.18: éya 88 ért coi TadTa ypadw mapdévos, and 
see Winer, p. 515 [E. T. 553]. Buttmann, 
neut. Gr. p. 333 f. [E. T. 389] ; and Fritzsche 
in loc. Van Hengel decides in favour 
of the reading with the double é7 (Gries- 
bach, Lachmann, see the critical remarks) ; 
he thinks that Paul had merely wished to 
say : ére yap X. xara xatp. br. ageB. awéd., but 
had in dictation for the sake of clearness 
inserted after Xptords the words 6vrwv nuav 
acd ér. Mebring also follows Lachmann’s 
reading. He thinks that Paul intended to 
write, with emphatic repetition of the érc: 
ért yap Xpuoros, Ett drép aveBav arédave, but 
interrupted the sentence by the insertion 
of évrwv nu. aod. Ewald, holding et yap or 
evye to be the original (see critical remarks) 
and then reading é7 after aodevar, finds in 
ver. 9 the apodosis of ver. 6, and takes vv. 
7,8 as a parenthesis. Comp. also Usteri, 
Lehrbegr. p. 119. Th. Schott also follows 
the reading ei yap (and after aod: ér), but 
finds the apodosis so early as ver. 6, by 
supplying after acd. ére: amédave ; Whereas 


The sinfulness is purposely described as weakness 


Hofmann (in his Schriftbew. II. p. 347), fol- 
lowing the same reading, like Ewald, made 
ver. 9 fill the place of the apodosis, but now 
prefers to read ére at the beginning as well 
as also after acSev@v, and to punctuate 
thus: étu y. Xpiords Svtwv nuov acdevar, Ere 
Kata Katpoy Um, ageB. anéd. With this read- 
ing Hofmann thinks that the second éru be- 
gins the sentence anew, so that with 
Xpiords anwédavey an ére stands twice, the 
first referring to dvtwv nuev actevav, and 
the second to tmrép aceBov. But itis self- 
evident that thus the difficulty is only 
doubled, because ét« would both times be 
erroneously placed, which would yield, es- 
pecially in the case of the second ét, a 
strange and in fact intolerable confusion, 
since there would stand just beside it a 
definition of time (xara xatpév), to which 
nevertheless the word elsewhere, so fre- 
quently used with definitions of time, is 
not intended to apply—a fact which is not 
to be disguised by subtleties. Miarcker 
also would read ér twice, but render the 
first ér ‘‘ moreover,” which, however, 
would be without reference in the text. 

2 Baeumlein, p. 118; Schneider, ad Plat. 
Rep. p. 449 C. 
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(need of help), in order to characterize it as the motive for the love of God 
interfering to save. The idea of disease (Theodoret : ric aceBeiag mepixerpévov 
r)v vécov; comp. Theophylact, Umbreit, and others), or that of minority 
(van Hengel), is not suggested by anything in the context. — kata xaipdy] 
may either (1) be rendered. according to the time, according to the nature of 
the time, so that with Erasmus, Luther, Flacius, Castalio, Pareus, Seb. 
Schmid, also Schrader and Th. Schott, it would have to be connected with 
éo6. ;? or (2) it may belong to imép doef. axéave, and mean, in accordance 
with the context, either at the appointed time (Gal. iv. 4), as it is here taken 
usually, also by de Wette, Tholuck, Philippi, Maier, Baumgarten-Crusius ; 
or (3) at the proper time (see Kypke) ;* the same as éy kaip9, é¢ xapbv, eri 
kaipov ; Phavorinus : xara rov ebxacpov x. TpoohKovta Karpov 5 and so the bare 
xaipév (Bernhardy, p. 117), equivalent to xatpiwc, the opposite of ad Karpov 
and apa kapév. In the first case, however, x. x. would either assign to the 
do9. an inappropriate excuse, which would not even be true, since the aoféveca 
has always obtained since the fall (ver. 13) ; or, if it was meant directly to 
disparage the pre-Christian age (Flacius, ‘‘ ante omnem nostram pietatem,” 
comp. Stélting and Hofmann), it would characterize it much too weakly. 
In the second case an element not directly occasioned by the connection 
(proof of God’s love) would present itself. Therefore the third interpre- 
tation alone : at the right time (so Ewald and van Hengel) is to be retained. 
The death of Jesus for the ungodly took place at the proper season, because, 
had it not taken place then, they would, instead of the divine grace, have 
experienced the final righteous outbreak of divine wrath, seeing that the 
time of the xépeorc, iii. 25, and of the dvoy4 of God had come to an end. 
Comp. the idea of the zAf4pwpa tov kaipov, Eph. i. 10; Gal. iv. 4. Now or 
never was the time for saving the acefeic ; now or never was the xazpo¢ dexréc, 
2 Cor. vi. 2; and God’s love did not suffer the right time for their salvation 
to elapse, but sent Christ to die for them the sacrificial death of atonement. # 
— irép] for, for the benefit of.* So in all passages where there is mention of 
the object of Christ’s death. Luke xxii. 19, 20; Rom. viii. 32, xiv. 155 1 


1Comp. Stélting: ‘“conformably to the 
time,” i.e. as it was suitable for the time, 
namely, the time of ungodliness. Similarly 
Hofmann, ‘‘in consideration of the time,”’ 
which was atime of godlessness, ‘* without 
the fear of God on the part of individuals 
making any change thereon.” 

2 Comp. Pind. Jsthm. ii. 32; Herod. i. 30; 
Lucian, Philops. 21; LXX. Is. lx. 22; Job v. 
16 ; xxxix. 18; Jer. v. 24. 

3 According to my former explanation of 
the passage the meaning would be, that, if 
Christ had appeared and died later, they 
would have perished unredeemed in their 
agdéveca, and would have had no share in 
the act of atonement. But this view is un- 
tenable; because Paul cannot have looked 
on the divine proof of love, given in the re- 
deeming death of Christ, otherwise than in 


a quite general light, i.e. as given to all 
mankind, as it appears everywhere in the 
N. T. since John iii. 16. Comp. Philippi, 
with whose view I now in substance con- 
cur, although in xara xopév, by explaining 
it as ‘‘ seasonably,” I find more directly an 
element of the Jove, which the context pro- 
poses to exhibit. 

4 Comp. Eur. Alc. 701: wh dvion’ brép TODS 
avipds 08 éy mpd ood, Iph. A. 1389; Soph. 
Trach. 705; Aj. 1290; Plat. Conv. p. 179 B: 


eedjoaca povyn drip Tod airis avdpds aroda- 


vetv; Dem. 690, 18; Xen. Cyr. vii. 4, 9 f.5 
Isocr. iv. 77; Dio. Cass. lxiv. 18; Ecclus. 
XXix. 15: éSwxe yap Thy Puxhv adbrod vrép cod ; 
2 Mace. vi. 28, vii. 9, viii. 21; comp. also 
Ignatius, ad Rom. 4: irip Ge0d amodvicce, 
Comp. the compound dtmepdvyiccev with 
genit., so frequent especially in Euripides. 


oi 


- sh 
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Cor. i. 18; 2 Cor. v. 14; Gal. iii. 183; Eph. v. 1; 1 Thess. v. 9, 10; 1 
Tim. ii. 6; Tit. ii, 14.1. That Paul did not intend by irép to convey the 
meaning instead of, is shown partly by the fact, that while he indeed some- 
times exchanges it for the synonymous? wepi (Gal. i. 4, like Matt. xxvi. 20 ; 
Mark xiv. 25), he does not once use instead of it the unambiguous dyri 
(Matt. xx. 28), which must nevertheless have suggested itself to him most 
naturally ; and partly by the fact, that with iép as well as with epi he 
puts not invariably the genitive of the person, but sometimes that of the 
thing (duaptiav), in which case it would be impossible to explain the prepo- 
sition by instead of (viii. 83; 1 Cor. xv. 3). It is true that he has certainly 
regarded the death of Jesus as an act furnishing the satisfactio vicaria, as is 
clear from the fact that this bloody death was accounted by him as an expi- 
atory sacrifice (iii. 25; Eph. v. 2; Steiger on 1 Pet. p. 342 f.), comp. 
avriavtpov in 1 Tim. ii. 6 ; but in no passage has he expressed the substitu- 
tionary relation through the preposition. On the contrary his constant con- 
ception is this : the sacrificial death of Jesus, taking the place of the pun- 
ishment of men, and satisfying divine justice, took place as such in com- 
modum (irép, repi) of men, or—which is the same thing—on account of their 
sins (in gratiam), in order to expiate them (epi or brép duaptiév). This we 
hold against Flatt, Olshausen, Winzer, Reithmayr, Bisping, who take irép 
as loco. That izép must at least be understood as loco in Gal. ili. 13 ; 2 Cor. 
v. 14 (notwithstanding ver. 15) ; 1 Pet. iii. 18 (Riickert, Fritzsche, Phi- 
lippi), is not correct. See on Gal. Jc. and 2 Cor. J.c. ; Philem. 13 is not 
here a case in point. —doeBdv] Paul did not write 7uév, in order that after 
the need of help (aoeviv) the unworthiness might also be made apparent ; 
aceBav is the category, to which the jueic have belonged, and the strong ex- 
pression (comp. iv. 5) is selected, in order now, through the contrast, to set 
forth the more prominently the divine love in its very strength. 

Vv. 7, 8. Illustrative description (ydép) of this dying trép aoeBav as the 
practical demonstration of the divine love (ver. 8). Observe the syllogistic 
relation of ver. 8 to ver. 7 ; which is apparent through the emphatic éavroi. 
— Scarce, namely, for a righteous man (not to mention for aceBeic) will any one 
die. This very contrast to the aceBeic completely shuts out the neuter inter- 
pretation of dccatov (‘‘ pro re justa,” Melanchthon, comp. Olshausen, Jerome, 
Erasmus, Annot., Luther). On account of the same contrast, consequently 
because of the parallel between imép roi ayaboi and irép dixaiov, and because 
the context generally has to do only with the dying for persons, rov ayabov 
also is to be taken not as neuter,* but as masculine ; and the article denotes 
the definite ayatéc who is in question in the case concerned. Since, moreover, 
an essential distinction between déxasog and dyaéc* is neither implied in the 


1See also Ritschl in the Jahrb. fir 
Deutsche Theol. 1863, p. 242. 

2 Bremi ad Dem. Ol. iii. 5,.p. 188, Goth. 

3 Koster also in the Stud. u. Krit. 1854, p. 


312, has taken both words as neuter: ~ 


“hardly does one die for others for the 
sake of their (mere) right; sooner at all 
events for the sake of the manifestly good, 


which they have.” 

4Comp. on the contrary Matt. v. 45; 
further, dvip ayadds x. dixaros in Luke xxiii. 
50; 9 évroAH ayia x. Stxaia x. ayady in Rom. 
vii. 12; 6 Sixatos Huiv avamépavta wv ayaitos 
re kai copds, Aesch. Sept. 576; Eur. Hipp. 
427 ; Thes. fr. viii. 2. 
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context, where on the contrary the contrast to both is aceBév and duaptoror, 
nor is in the least hinted at by Paul, no explanation is admissible that is 
based on an essential difference of idea in the two words ; such as that-rod 
ayafov should be held to express something different from or higher than 
dixaiov. Therefore the following is the only explanation that presents itself 
as comformable to the words and context: After Paul has said that one — 
will hardly die for a righteous man, he wishes to add, by way of confirma- 
tion (yép), that cases of the undertaking such a death might possibly occur, and 
expresses this in the form : for perhaps for the good man one even takes it upon 
him to die. Thus the previously asserted brép é:kaiov tig arobaveira, although 
one assents to it via et aegre, is yet said with reason,—it may perhaps occur. 
Paul has not however written rod dixaiov in the second clause of the verse, 
as he might have done, but introduces rov ayaov, and prefixes it, in order 
now to make still more apparent, in the interest of the contrast, the category 
of the quality of the person for whom one may perhaps venture this self- 
sacrifice. This is substantially the view arrived at by Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Theophylact, Erasmus, in the Paraphr., Beza, Calvin (‘‘rarissimum sane 
inter homines exemplum exstat, ut pro justo mori quis sustineat guamquam 
illud nonnunquam aceidere possit’””), Castalio, Calovius, and others ; recently 
again by Fritzsche (also Oltramare and Reithmayr) ; formerly also by Hof- 
mann (in his Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 348). It has been wrongly alleged that it 
makes the second half of the verse superfluous (de Wette) and weakening 
(Kéllner and Riickert) ; on the contrary, in granting what may certainly 
now and again occur, it the more emphatically paves the way for the con- 
trast which is to follow, that God has caused Christ to die for quite other 
persons than the dcxa‘ove and ayafobc—for us sinners. Groundless also is the _ 
objection (of van Hengel), that in Paul’s writings the repeated ric always 
denotes different subjects ; the indefinite ric, one, any one, may indeed even 
here represent in the concrete application different subjects or the same. 
Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 20. And, even if dicaiov and rod ayabod be regarded as two 
distinct conceptions, may not the second ric be the same with the first ? But 
the perfect accordance with the words and context, which is only found in 
the exposition offered, shuts out every other. Among the explanations thus 
excluded, are: (1) Those which take rod dyafod as neuter, like the render- 
ing of Jerome, Erasmus, Annot. (‘‘bonitatem’’), Luther, Melanchthon (‘‘ pro 
bona et suavi re, i.e. incitati cupiditate aut opinione magnae utilitatis”), 

and more recently Riickert (‘‘for the good, é.e. for what he calls his highest 
good”), Mehring (‘‘for for his own advantage some one perhaps risks even life”) ; 

now also Hofmann (‘‘ what is in itself and really good... . a moral value, 
for which, when it is endangered, one sacrifices life, in otto not to let it 
perish”). — (2) Those explanations which indeed take rod dyabod properly as 
masculine, but yet give self-invented distinctions of idea in reference to 
duxaiov : namely (a), the exposition, that 6 aya0é¢ means the benefactor: hardly 
does any one die for a righteous man (who stands in no closer relation to him) ; 
for for his benefactor one dares perchance (out of gratitude) to die. So Flacius,’ 


1 Clav. I. p. 698. ‘* Vix accidit, ut quis eo tamen, gut alicui valde est utilis, forsitan 
suam vitam profundat pro justissimis; pro mori non recuset,” 
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Knatchbull, Estius, Hammond, Clericus, Heumann, Wolf, and others ; in- 
cluding Koppe, Tholuck, Winer, Benecke, Reiche, Gléckler, Krehl, Maier, 
Umbreit, Bisping, Lechler, and Jatho. They take the article with dya6oi 
as: the benefactor whom he has, against which nothing can be objected 
(Bernhardy, p. 315). But we may object that we cannot at all see why 
Paul should not have expressed benefactor by the very current and definite 
term evepyérn¢ ; and that ayaféc must have obtained the specific sense of be- 
neficence (as in Matt. xx. 15 ; Xen. Cyr. ili. 8, 4, al. ap. Dorvill. ad Charit. 
p- 722 ; and Tholuck in loc. from the context—a want, which the mere ar- 
ticle cannot supply (in opposition to Reiche). Hence, in order to gain for | 
ayabéc the sense beneficent in keeping with the context, dikacog would have to 
be taken in the narrower sense as just (with Wetstein and Olshausen), so as 
to yield a climax from the just man to the benevolent (who renders more than 
the mere obligation of right binds him to do). But in ver. 8 there is no 
reference to ayaé¢ in the sense assumed ; and the narrower sense of dixatog 
is at variance with the contrasting dyaptwAév in ver. 8, which demands for 
dix precisely the wider meaning (righteous). Besides the prominence which 
Paul intends to give to the love of God, which caused Christ to die for sin- 
ners, while a man hardly dies for a dixavoc, is weakened just in proportion 
as the sense of dixacog is narrowed. The whole interpretation is a forced 
one, inconsistent with the undefined rot ayaboi itself as well as with the en- 
tire context. — (6) No better are the explanations which find in roi aya6ow 
a greater degree of morality than in dcxaiov, consequently a man more worthy 
of having life sacrificed for him. So, but with what varied distinctions ! 
especially Ambrosiaster (the dixacoc is such evercitio, the ayabé¢ natura), Ben- 
gel (dix. homo innowius, 6 ayabéc¢, omnibus pietatis numeris absolutus. . . . Vv. g. 
pater patriae), Michaelis, Olshausen, KGllner (dix.: legally just, aya#.: per- 
fectly good and upright), de Wette dix. : irreproachable, dyad. : the noble), 
Philippi and Th. Schott (both substantially agreeing with de Wette), 
also van Hengel (dix. : probus coram Deo, i.e. venerabilis, aya#. : bonus in 
hominum oculis, i.e. amabilis), and Ewald, according to whom dix. is he 
‘‘who, in a definite case accused unto death, is nevertheless innocent in 
that particular case,” while the dyaféc is ‘‘he, who not only in one such in- 
dividual suit, but predominantly in his whole life, is purely useful to others 
and guiltless in himself ;” ? comp. Stélting, who finds in dé«. the honest up- 
right man, and in dya6é¢ him whom we personally. esteem and love. But all 
these distinctions of idea are artificially created and brought in without any 
hint from the context.*— On réya, fortasse, perhaps indeed, expressing possi- 


1An apt illustration of this would be 
Cicero, de off. iii. 15: ‘‘Si vir bonus is est, 


ff., also rightly recognizes this; but ex- 
plains the second half, contrary to the 


qui prodest: quibus potest, nocet nemini, 
recte justum virum, bonum non facile re- 
periemus.”’ 

2 Ewald supposes an allusion to cases like 
these in 1 Sam. xiy. 45, xx. 17; but that it is 
also possible, that Paul might have in view 
Gentile examples that were known to him- 
self and the readers. 

* Kunze, in the Stud. u. Krit. 1850, p. 407 


words, as if the proposition were expressed 
conditionally (et «ai), “for if even some one 
lightly ventures to die for the good man, 
still however God proves his love,” etc. 
Comp. Erasm. Paraphr.—Miarcker explains 
it in the sense of one friend dying for an- 
other ; and suggests that Paul was thinking 
of the example of Damon and Pythias. 
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bility not without doubt, comp. Xen. Anabd. v. 2, 17; Philem. 15 ; Wisd. 
xiii. 6, xiv. 19. In classic authors most frequently réy’ év. —xad ToAua | 
etiam sustinet, he has even the cowrage,' can prevail upon himself, audet. The 
xai is the also of ‘the corresponding relation. In presence of the good man, 
he ventures also to die for him. — We may add, that the words from imép yap 
Tov ayabod down to arofaveiv are not to be put (with Lachmann) in a paren- 
thesis, since, though they form only a subordinate confirmatory clause, they 
cause no interruption in the construction. — Ver. 8. dé] Not antithetical 
(“such are men, but such is God,” Mehring), as if the sentence began with 
6 dé Oedc, but rather carrying it onward, namely, to the middle term of the 
syllogism (the minor proposition), from which then the conclusion, ver. 9; 
is designed to result. — ovviorya:] proves, as in iii. 5. The accomplished fact 
of the atoning death is conceived according to its abiding effect of setting 
forth clearly the divine love ; hence the present. The emphasis indeed 
lies in the first instance on ovvioryo. (for from this proof as such a further 
inference is then to be drawn), but passes on strengthened to rv éavrod be- 
cause it must be God’s own love, authenticating itself in the death of Christ, 
that gives us the assurance to be expressed in ver. 9. God Himself, out of 
His love for men, has given Christ to a death of atonement ; iii. 24, viii. 
32; Eph. ii. 4 ; 2 Thess. ii. 16 ; John iii. 16 ; 1 John iv. 10 etal. To find 
in tr. éavrod ayar. the contrast to owr love towards God (Hofmann ; comp. 
on ver. 5) is quite opposed to the context, which exhibits the divine demon- 
stration of love in Christ’s deed of love. That is the clear relation of ver. 
8 to ver. 6 f., from which then the blessed inference is drawn in ver. 9. 
Hence we are not to begin a new connection with ovviorno: dé x.r.2. (Hofmann, 
‘God lets us know, and gives us to experience that He loves us ; and this 
He does, because Christ,” etc.). The 47 cannot be the motive of God for His 
cuviorjot k.T.A., since He has already given Christ out of love ; it is meant on 
the contrary to specify the actual ground of the knowledge of the divine proof 
of love (= ei¢ éxeivo, br, comp. on 2 Cor. i. 18 ; John ii. 18). — ic quac] 
belongs to ovvior. — ére duapr. dvr. ju.) For only through the atoning death 
of Christ have we become dicawévrec. See ver. 9. 

Ver. 9. To prove that hope maketh not ashamed (ver. 5), Paul had laid 
stress on the possession of the divine love in the heart (ver. 5) ; then he had 
proved and characterized this divine love itself from the death of Christ 
(vv. 6-8) ; and he now again infers, from this divine display of love, from 
the death of Christ, that the hoped-for eternal salvation is all the more as- 
sured to us. — 702 obv waAdov] The conclusion does not proceed a minori ad 
majus (Estius and many, including Mehring), but, since the point now turns 
on the carrying out of the divine act of atonement, a majori (vv. 6-8) ad 
minus (ver. 9). — roAA@ paAdov] expresses the enhancement of certainty, as 
in vv. 15-17 : much less therefore can it be doubted that, etc. ; viv stands in 
reference to ére duaptwAdy dvtwv juov in ver. 8. — cwbyosueba ard Tt. dpyfe] we 
shall be rescued from the divine wrath (1 Thess. i. 10 ; comp. Matt. iii. 7), 


? Respecting toAwav see Wetstein, who Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 360 B; Monk, 
properly defines it: ‘“quidpiam grave in ad Hur. Alc. 284; Jacobs in Addit. ad Athen. 
animum inducere et sibiimperare.” Comp. p. 309f. ‘f 
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so that the latter, which issues forth at the last judgment (ii. 5, iii. 5), does 
not affect us. Comp. Winer, p. 577 [E. T. 621] ; Acts ii. 40. This negative 
expression for the attainment of the hoped-for dééa renders the inference 
more obvious and convincing. For the positive expression see 2 Tim. iv: 
18. — dv airod] t.e. through the operation of the exalted Christ, év ri (wig 
avrov, ver. 10.— Faith, as the Ayrrixév of justification, is understood as 4 
matter of course (ver. 1), but is not mentioned here, because only what has 
been accomplished by God through Christ is taken into consideration. If 
faith were in the judgment of God the anticipation of moral perfection (but 
see note on i. 17), least of all could it have been left unmentioned. Observe 
also how Paul has justification in view asa unity, without different degrees 
or stages. 

Ver. 10. More special development (ydp, namely) of ver. 9. — éy6poi| 
namely, of God, as is clear from xar7AA. 76 Oc@. But it is not to be taken in 
an active sense (hostile to God, as by Riickert, Baur, Reithmayr, van Hengel, 
Mehring, Ritschl in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1863, p. 515 f. ; Weber, 
vom Zorne Gottes, p. 293, and others ; for Christ’s death did not remove the 
enmity of men against God, but, as that which procured their pardon on 
the part of God, it did away with the enmity of God against men, and there- 
upon the cessation of the enmity of men towards God ensued as the moral 
consequence brought about by faith. And, with that active conception, 
how could Paul properly have inferred his 70449 yaAAov x.7.4., since in point 
of fact the certainty of the cw6yodueba is based on our standing in friendship 
(grace) with God, and not on our being friendly towards God ? Hence the 
passive explanation alone is correct (Calvin and others, including Reiche, 
Fritzsche, Tholuck, Krehl, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Philippi, Hof- 
mann : enemies of God, i.e. those against whom the holy Geocex8pia, the opy4 
of God on account of sin, is directed ; Oeoorvyeic, i. 80 5 réxva dpyfc, Eph. ii. 
8. Comp. xi. 28; and see on Col. i. 21.'| This does not contradict the 
ayarn Ocov praised in ver. 8 (as Riickert objects), since the very arrange- 
ment, which God made by the death of Jesus for abandoning His enmity 
against sinful men without detriment to His holiness, was the highest proof 
of His love for us (not for our sins). -—— Consequently xaryAAdyyuev and 
karadaayévrec must also be taken not actively, but passively : reconciled with 
God, so that He is no longer hostile towards us, but has on the contrary, on 
account of the death of His (beloved) Son, abandoned His wrath against 
us, and we, on the other hand, have become partakers in His grace and 
favour ; for the positive assertion (comp. ver. 1 f.), which is applicable to all 
believing individuals (ver. 8), must not be weakened into the negative and 
general conception ‘‘ that Christians have not God against them” (Hofmann). 
See on Col. i. 21 and on 2 Cor. v. 18. Tittmann’s distinction between 
Suadadrrew and xaradadrrev (see on Matt. v. 24) is as arbitrary as that of 
Mehring, who makes the former denote the outward and the latter the in- 
ward reconciliation.? — év r9 CwH abtov] by His life ; more precise specification 


1 Comp. Pfleiderer in Hilgenfeld’s Zeit- 2 Against this view, comp. also Philippi’s 
achr. 1872, p. 182. Glaubdenslehre, I1. 2, p. 270 ff. 
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of the import of 6’ airot in ver. 9 ; therefore not ‘cum vitae ejus simus 
participes” (van Hengel, comp. Ewald). The death of Jesus effected our 
reconciliation ; all the less can His exalted life leave our deliverance unfin- 
ished. The living Christ cannot leave what His death effected without final 
success. This however is accomplished not merely through His intercession, 
vii. 34 (Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius), but also through His whole work- 
ing in His kingly office for His believers up to the completion of His work 
and kingdom, 1 Cor. xv. 22 ff. 

Ver. 11. 0% pudvov dé] Since xavyéuevor cannot stand for the finite tense (as, 
following Luther, Beza, and others, Tholuck and Philippi still would have 
it) ob pévov dé cannot be supplemented by owlyobueba (Fritzsche, Krehl, 
Reithmayr, Winer, p. 329, 543 [E. T. 351, 583], following Chrysostom), so 
as to make Paul say : we shall be not only saved (actually in itself), but also 
saved in such a way that we glory, ete. Moreover, the present xavyaobat 
could not supply any modal definition at all of the future cwOycdueba. N 0, 
the participle xavyéu. compels us to conceive as supplied to the elliptical ot 
povov dé (comp. on ver. 8) the previous participle xaradAayévtec (Kéllner, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Hofmann ; formerly also Fritzsche) ; every other ex- 
pedient is arbitrary. This supplement however, according to which the 
two participles answer to each other, is confirmed by the concluding refrain : 
0? ov viv tT. KataAA. é448., which is an echo of the kataAdayévrec understood 
with od uévov dé. Accordingly we must render : not merely however as recon- 
ciled, but also as those who glory, etc. Thus the meaning is brought out, 
that the certainty of the cwfoecba év rf. Cw avrov (ver. 10) is not only based 
on the objective ground of the accomplished reconciliation, but has also 
subjectively its corresponding vital expression in the kavyaoba év TO OeG 
x.T.4., in which the lofty feeling of the Christian’s salvation reveals itself. — 
év T@ OeH] Luther’s gloss is apt: ‘‘ that God is ours, and we are His, and 
that we have in all confidence all blessings in common from Him and with 
Him.” That is the bold and joyful triumph of those sure of salvation. — 
dca tr. kvpiov x.t.A.] This glorying is brought about through Christ, because 
He is the author of our new relation to God ; hence: dv ob viv r. KaraAa. 
é1a8. The latter is that caryAaAdynuev of ver. 10 in its subjective reception 
which has taken place by faith. — viv is to be taken here (differently from 
ver. 9) in contrast, not to pre-Christian times (Stélting), but to the future 
glory, in reference to which the reconciliation received in the present time 
(continuing from the conversion of the subjects of it to Christ) is conceived 
as its actual ground of certainty. 

Vv. 12-19. Parallel drawn between the salvation in Christ and the ruin that 
has come through Adam. [See-Note LI. p. 221.] — Eirdy, bre édSixatwoer huac 6 
Xpiotéc, avatpéyer ini ryv pilav rod KaKOWv, THY duapriav Kat Tov Odva- 


1 Most arbitrary of all is the view of Meh- refers it to cwSnodueda, but seeks to make 


ring, that od udvov Sé refers back to év rH 
§w7 avrod ; and that Paul would say: not 
merely on the life of Christ do we place our 
hope, but also on the fact that we now 
glory in our unity with God(?). Th. Schott 


kavx@mevor suitable by referring it to the 
entire time, in which the salvation is still 
future, as if therefore Paul had written: 
ov povov 5é gwdnodpmeda, GAAG Kal viv, OF év T? 
viv Kalp@ Kkavxwoueda, : 
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Tov, kat deixvvory bre Tabta Ta dbo dv évde avOpdrov, Tov Addy, eioqAOev elg Tov 
. kai ab db? évdg avypéOnoav avOpdrov, Tov Xpictov, Theophylact ; 
comp. Chrysostom, who compares the Apostle here with the physician who 
penetrates to the source of the evil. Thus the perfect objectivity of the sal- 
vation, which man has simply to receive, but in no way to earn, and of 
which the Apostle has been treating since chap. i. 17, is, by way of a grand 
conclusion for the section, set. forth afresh in fullest light, and represented 
in its deepest and most comprehensive connection with the history of the 
world. The whole pvorfpiv of the divine plan of salvation and its history 
is still to be unfolded before the eyes of the reader ere the moral results 
that are associated with it are developed in chap. vi. 

Ver. 12.* Ava rovro] Therefore, because, namely, we have received through 
Christ the xaraAAayg and the assurance of eternal salvation, ver. 11. The 
assumption that it refers back to the whole discussion from chap. i. 17 
(held by many, including Tholuck, Riickert, Reiche, Kéllner, Holsten, 
Picard) is the more unnecessary, the more naturally the idea of the xaraA- 
dayy itself, just treated of, served to suggest the parallel between Adam 
and Christ, and the dv ob rv caraAAayhy éAaBouev in point of fact contains 
the summary of the whole doctrine of righteousness and salvation from i. 
17 onward ; consequently there is no ground whatever for departing, as to 
dia tovro, from the connection with what immediately precedes.? This re- 
mark also applies in opposition to Hofmann (comp. Stélting and Dietzsch), 
who refers it back to the entire train of ideas embraced in vv. 2-11. A re- 
capitulation of this is indeed given in the grand concluding thought of 
ver. 11, that it is Christ to whom we owe the reconciliation. But Hofmann 
quite arbitrarily supposes Paul in dca rovro to have had in view an evxhorta- 
tion to think of Christ conformably to the comparison with Adam, but to 
have got no further than this comparison. — dorep| There is here an avavra- 
médorov as in Matt. xxv. 14; and 1 Tim. i. 3. The comparison alone is ex- 
pressed, but not the thing compared, which was to have followed in an 
apodosis corresponding to the éorep. The illustration, namely, introduced 
in vv. 13, 14 of the ég’ ¢ rdvrec #uaprov now rendered it impossible to add 
the second half of the comparison syntactically belonging to the éozep, and 


Kdouov. » . . 


1 See Schott (on vy. 12-14) in his Opusc. I. 
p. 318 ff. ; Borg, Diss. 1839 ; Finkhin the 7%b. 
Zeitschr. 1830, 1, p. 126 ff.; Schmid in the 
same, 4, p. 161 ff.; Rothe, newer Versuch e. 
Auslegung dad. paul. Stelle Rom. v. 12-21, 
Wittemb. 1836; J. Miiller, v. d. Stinde, II. p. 
481, ed. 5; Aberle in the ¢heol. Quartalschr. 
1854, p. 455 ff.; Ewald, Adam u. Christus 
Rom. vy. 12-21, in the Jahrb. f. bibl. Wis- 
sensch. Il. p. 166 ff. ; Picard, Essai exégét. sur 
Rom. vy. 12 ff. Strassb. 1861; Hofmann, 
Schriftbew. I. p. 526 ff.; Ernesti, Urspr. d. 
Stinde, Il. p. 184 ff.; Holsten, 2. Hv. d. Paul. 
u. Petr. p. 412 ff. ; Stdlting, Zc. p. 19 ff. ; 
Kl6épper in the Stud. u. Krit. 1869, p. 496 ff. ; 
Dietzsch, Adam u. Christus Rom. v. 12 ff., 
Bonn 1871. Compare also Lechler’s apost. 


Zeit. p. 102 ff. 

2 The close junction with ver. 11 is main- 
tained also by Klépper, who unsuitably 
however defines the aim of the section, vv. 
12-21, to be, to guard the readers against a 
timid littleness of faith, as though, notwith- 
standing justification, they wereestill with 
reference to the future of judgment not 
sure and certain of escaping the divine 
wrath ; a timid mind might see in the tribu- 
lations anticipations of that wrath, etc. 
But how far does the entite confession of 
vy. 1-11 stand elevated above all such little- 
ness of faith! In the whole connection 
this finds no place whatever, and receives 
therefore in vy. 12-21 not the slightest men- 
tion or reference. 


* 
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therefore the Apostle, driven on by the rushing flow of ideas to this point, 
from which he can no longer revert to the construction with which he 
started, has no hesitation in dropping the latter (comp. generally Buttmann’s 
neut. Gr. p. 331 [E. T. 386] ; Kiihner, II. 2, p. 1097), and in subsequently 
bringing in merely the main tenor of what is wanting by the relative clause 
attached to ’Addéu: b¢ éote roto Tov péddAovrog in ver. 14. This ig... . 
véAa. is consequently the substitute for the omitted apodosis, which, had it 
not been supplanted by vv. 13, 14, would have run somewhat thus : so also 
through one man has come righteousness, and through righteousness life, and so 
life has come to all. Calvin, Flacius, Tholuck, Kéllner, Baur, Philippi, 
Stélting, Mangold, Rothe (who however without due ground regards the 
breaking off as intended from the outset, in order to avoid sanctioning the 
Apokatastasis) find in é¢ éore rox. r. wéAd., in ver. 14, the resumption and 
closing of the comparison,’ not of course in form, but in substance ; com- 
pare also Melanchthon. According to Riickert, Fritzsche (in his commen- 
tary), and de Wette, Paul has come, after vv. 13, 14, to reflect that the 
comparison begun involved not merely agreement but also discrepancy, and 
has accordingly turned aside from the apodosis, which must necessarily 
have expressed the equivalence, and inserted instead of it the opposition in 
ver. 15. This view is at variance with the entire character of the section, 
which indeed bears quite especially the stamp of most careful and acute 
premeditation, but shows no signs of Paul’s having been led in the progress 
of his thought to the opposite of what he had started with. According to 
Mehring, ver. 15, following vv. 13, 14 (which he parenthesises) is meant to 
complete the comparison introduced in ver. 12, ver. 15 being thus taken 
interrogatively. Against this view, even apart from the inappropriateness 
of taking it as a question, the 447’ in ver. 15 is decisive. Winer, p. 503 
[E. T. 570] (comp. Fritzsche’s Conject. p. 49), finds the epanorthosis in 
TOAAG paddov, ver. 15, which is inadmissible, because with 42”’ ovy in ver. 
15 there is introduced the antithetical element, consequently something else 
than the affirmative parallel begun in ver. 12. Others have thought that 
vy. 13-17 form a parenthesis, so that in ver. 18 the first half of the compar- 
ison is resumed, and the second now at length added (Cajetanus, Erasmus, 
Schmid, Grotius, Bengel, Wetstein, Heumann, Ch. Schmid, Flatt, and 
Reiche). Against this view may be urged not only the unprecedented 
length, but still more the contents of the supposed parenthesis, which in 
fact already comprehends in itself the parallel under every aspect. In ver. 
18 f. we have recapitulation, but not resumption. This much applies also 
against Olshausen and Ewald. Others again have held that ver. 12 contains 
the protasis and the apodosis completely, taking the latter to begin either 
with kai otrw¢ (Clericus, Wolf, Gléckler), or even with xa? did (Erasmus, 
Beza, Benecke), both of which views however are at variance with the par- 
allel between Adam and Christ which rules the whole of what follows, and 


1The objection of Dietzsch, p. 48, that bring forward a very definite special state- 
tvmos asserts nothing real regarding the ment regarding the typical relation which 
second member of the comparison, is un- he now merely expresses in general terms, 
satisfactory, since Paul is just intending to 
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are thus in the light of the connection erroneous, although the former by 
no means required a trajection (kai oirwe for ottw cai). While all the ex- 
positors hitherto quoted have taken dorep as the beginning of the first 
member of the parallel, others again have thought that it introduces the 
second half of the comparison. So, following Elsner and others, Koppe, who 
after dua rovro conceives éAdBouev KatadAayny d¢ avtot supplied from ver. 11 ; 
so also Umbreit and Th. Schott (for this reason, because we ow6yodueba év 
th Cw avtov, Christ comes by way of contrast to stand just as did Adam). 
Similarly Mircker, who attaches 6:d rovro to ver. 11. These expositions are 
incorrect, because the wniversality of the Adamite ruin, brought out by 
Gorep x.T.2., has no point of comparison in the supplied protasis (the expla- 
nation is éllogical) ; in Gal. iii. 6 the case is different. Notwithstanding van 
Hengel (comp. Jatho) thinks that he removes all difficulty by supplying 
éori after dia tovro ; while Dietzsch, anticipating what follows, suggests the 
supplying after dca roto : through one man life has come into the world. — dv 
. évd¢o avOpdrov| through one man, that is, 6’ évd¢ duaptioavtoc, ver. 16. A 
single man brought upon all sin and death ; a@ single man also righteousness 
and life. The causal relation is based on the fact that sin, which previously 
had no existence whatever in the world, only began to exist in the world (on 
earth) by means of the first fall.’ Hve, so far as the matter itself is con- 
cerned (Ecclus. xxv. 14; 2 Cor. xi. 3; 1 Tim. ii. 14; Barnab. Hp. 12), 
might as well as Adam be regarded as the él¢ ap. ; the latter, because he 
sinned as the first man, the former, of whom Pelagius explained it, because 
she committed the first transgression. Here however, because Paul’s object 
is to compare the One man, who as the bringer of salvation has become the 
beginner of the new humanity, with the One man who as beginner of the old 
humanity became so destructive, in which collective reference (comp. Hof- 
mann’s Schriftbew. I. p. 474) the woman recedes into the background, he has 
to derive the entrance of sin into the world from Adam, whom he has in 
view in dv évd¢ avOpérov. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 21 f., 45 f. This is also the 
common form of Rabbinical teaching.?— 7 duapria] not : sinfulness, habitus 
peccandi (Koppe, Schott, Flatt, Usteri, Olshausen), which the word never 
means ; not original sin (Calvin, Flacius, and others following Augustine) ; 
but also not merely actual sin in abstracto (Fritzsche : ‘‘nam ante primum 
facinus patratum nullum erat facinus”), but rather what sin is according to 
its idea and essence (comp. Hofmann and Stélting), consequently the deter- 
mination of the conduct in antagonism to God, conceived however as a force, 
as a real power working and manifesting itself—exercising its dominion— 
in all cases of concrete sin (comp. ver. 21, vi. 12, 14, vii. 8, 9, 17 al.). 
This moral mode of being in antagonism to God became existent in the 
human world through the fall of Adam, produced death, and spread death 
over all. Thus our verse itself describes the duapria as a real objective 
power, and in so doing admits only of this explanation. Compare the not 
substantially different explanation of Philippi, according to which the 


1 Not merely came to light as known sin 2 See Eisenmenger’s entdeckt. Judenth. IL. 
(Schleiermacher, Usteri), See Lechler, p.  p.81f. 
104, 
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actual sin of the world is meant as having come into the world potentialiter 
through Adam ; also Rothe, who conceives it to refer to sin as a principle, 
but as active ; and Dietzsch. — On éi¢ tr. xéouov, which applies to the earth 
as the dwelling-place of mankind (for in the universe generally sin, the devil, 
was already in existence), comp. Wisd. ii. 24, xiv. 14; 2 John 7; Clem. 
Oor. I. 3; Heb. x. 5. Undoubtedly sin by its entrance into. the world 
came into human nature (Rothe), but this is not asserted here, however de- 
cisively our passage stands opposed to the error of Flacius, that man 1s 
in any way as respects his essential nature auapria.1— The mode in which 
the fall took place (through the devil, John viii. 44 ; 2 Cor. xi. 3) did not 
here concern the Apostle, who has only to do with the mischievous effect 
of it, namely, that it brought duapria into the world, etc. —xai dia r. ayapr. 
6 Aavatoc] scil. ete tT. Kéopov elog2Oe. The Odvaroc is physical death (Chrysos- 
tom, Theodoret, Augustine, Calovius, Reiche, Fritzsche, Maier, van Hengel, 
Klépper, Weiss, and many others), viewed as the separation of the soul 
from the body and its transference to Hades (not as ‘‘ citation before God’s 
judgment,” Mehring), with which however the conception of the ¢@opé and 
paraéryc Of the xrioe in ch. viil., very different from the @évatog of men, 
must not be mixed up (as by Dietzsch), which would involve a blending of 
dissimilar ideas. The interpretation of bodily death is rendered certain 
by ver. 14 as well as by the considerations, that the text gives no hint 
of departure from the primary sense of the word; that the reference 
to Gen. ii. 17, ili. 19 could not be mistaken by any reader ; and that on 
the basis of Genesis it was a universal and undoubted assumption both 
in the Jewish and Christian consciousness, that mortality was caused 
by Adam’s sin.? Had Paul taken @dvarog in another sense therefore, he 
must of necessity have definitely indicated it, in order to be understood.*® 
This is decisive not only against the Pelagian interpretation of spiritual 
death, which Picard has repeated, but also against every combination what- 
ever—whether complete (see especially Philippi and Stélting), or partial—of 
bodily, moral (comp. vexpdc, Matt. viii. 22), and eternal death (Schmid, 
Tholuck, Kéllner, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Olshausen, Reithmapyr ; 
Riickert undecidedly) ; or the whole collective evil, which is the consequence 
of sin, as Umbreit and Ewald explain it ; compare Hofmann: ‘‘all that 
runs counter to the life that proceeds from God, whether as an occurrence, which 
puts an end to the life wrought by God, or as a mode of ewistence setting in 
with such occurrence.” As regards especially the inclusion of: the idea of 


1 Compare Holsten, zum Hv. d. Paul. u. 
Petr. p. 418: who thinks that the unholi- 
ness lying dormant in human nature first 
entered actually into the visible world asa 
redlity in the transgression of Adam ; also 
Baur, neut. Theol. p. 191,according to whom 
the principle of sin, that from the beginning 
had been immanent in man, only came forth 
actually in the mapaBacrs of the first parent. 
In this way sin would not have come into the 
world, but must have been in the world al- 


ready before the fall, only not having yet 
attained to objective manifestation. 

2 See Wisd. ii. 24; John viii. 44; 1 Cor. xv. 
21; Wetstein and Schoettgen, in loc.; and 
Eisenmenger’s entdeckt. Judenthum, II. p. 
81 f. Compare respecting Eve, Ecclus. 
XXv. 24, 

3 This remark holds also against Mau in 
Pelt’s theol. Mitarb. 1838, 2, who understands 
the form of life after the dissolution of the 
earthly life. - 
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moral death (the opposite of the spiritual (o4%), the words @dvaroc and 
aroOvhoxey are never used by Paul in this sense ; not even in vii. 10 (see in 
loc.), or in 2 Cor. ii. 16, vii. 10, where he is speaking of eternal death.’ The 
reference to spiritual death is by no means rendered necessary by the con- 
trast of dixatoc. Cw#¢ in ver. 18, comp. ver. 21 since in fact the death 
brought into the world by Adam, although physical, might be contrasted 
not merely in a Rabbinical fashion, but also generally in itself, with the (w# 
that has come through Christ ; for to this (07 belongs also the life of the 
slorified body, and it is a life not again subject to death. — kai obtwc| and 
in such manner, i.e. in symmetrical correspondence with this connection 
between the sin that entered by one man and the death occasioned by it. 
Fuller explanation is then given, by the é¢’ @ mdvtec quaptov, respecting the 
emphatically prefixed ei¢ révtac, to whom death, as the effect of that first 
sin of the One, had penetrated. Since otrwe sums up the state of the case 
previously expressed (comp. ¢.g. 1 Cor. xiv. 25 ; 1 Thess. iv. 17) any further 
generalization of its reference can only be arbitrary (Stélting : ‘‘ through 
sin”). Even the explanation : ‘‘in virtue of the causal connection between 
sin and death” (Philippi and many others) is too general. The oitwe, in 
fact, recapitulates the historical state of the case just presented, so far as it 
specifies the mode in which death has come to all, namely, in this way, that 
the One sinned and thereby brought into the world the death, which conse- 
quently became the lot of all. — dujdfev] came throughout (Luke v. 19). 
This is the progress of the cic rdv xdéopov eio#2He in its extension to all indi- 
viduals, cig révrag avOpdr. [see Note LIT. p. 222], which in contrast to the 0’ 
évdc avOp. is put forward with emphasis as the main element of the further de- 
scription, wherein moreover d1#A6ev, correlative to the eio7AHe, has likewise em- 
phasis. On d:épyeobae cic rvva comp. Plut. Alcid. 2. Compare also éxi riva in 
Ez. v. 17 and Ps. Ixxxvii. 17. More frequent in classic authors with the simple 
accusative, as in Luke xix. 1. — é¢’ @ révrec juaprov]’ [see Note LILI. p. 222], 
on the ground of the fact that, i.e. because, all sinned, namely (and for this the 
momentary sense of the aorist is appropriate*) when through the One sin 
entered into the world. Because, when Adam sinned, all men sinned in and 
with him, the representative of entire humanity (not : “‘ evemplo Adami,” 
Pelagius ; comp. Erasmus, Paraphr.), death, which came into the world 


1In 2 Tim. i. 10 Sdévaros igs used in the v. 15. It is mere empty arbitrariness in 


sense of eternal death, which Christ (by His 
work of atonement) has done away; the 
opposite of it is ¢w7 Kai apdapaia, which He 
has brought to light by His Gospel. Not 
less is Eph. ii. 1 to be explained as meaning 
eternal death. , 

2 The most complete critical comparison 
of the various expositions of these words 
may be seen in Dietzsch, p. 50 ff. 

3 Hofmann erroneously holds (Schrifibew. 
fc.) that the imperfect must have been used. 
What is meant is in fact the same act, 
which in Adam’s sin is done by all, not 
another contemporaneous act. Comp. 2 Cor. 


Thomasius /.c. p. 816, to say that our ex- 
planation is grammatically unjustifiable. 
Why so? Stélting (comp. Dietzsch) objects 
to it that then 6 ddvaros SujAdev must also 
be taken in the momentary sense. But 
this by no means follows, since é}’ ¢ marr. 
nw. is a special relative clause. Neverthe- 
less even that.6 ddvar. HAS. is not some- 
thing gradually developing itself, but a 
thing done in and with the sin of the One 
man. This One has sinned and has become 
liable to death, and thereby ai have be- 
come mortal, because Adam’s sin was the 
sin of all. 
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through the sin that had come into it, has been extended to all in virtue of 
this causal connection between the sin that had come into existence through 
Adam and death. AlJ became mortal through Adam’s fall, because this 
having sinned on the part of Adam was a having sinned on the part of all ; 
consequently 76 tov évdg maparrépate of woAAol aréBavov, ver. 15. Thus it is 
certainly on the ground of Adam that all die (év r6’Adadu révrec arroOvfoKoverw, 
1 Cor. xv. 22), because, namely, when Adam sinned, all sinned, all as duaprodoi 
kateotdbnoav (ver. 19), and consequently the death that came in through his 
sin can spare none. But itisin a linguistic point of view erroneous, accord- 
ing to the traditional Catholic interpretation after the example of Origen, 
the Vulgate, and Augustine (Estius, Cornelius 2 Lapide, Klee ; not Stengel, 
Reithmayr, Bisping, and Maier ; but revived by Aberle), to take é¢’ 6 as 
equivalant to év ¢, in quo scil. Adamo, as also Beza, Erasmus Schmid, and 
others do ; compare Irenaeus, Haer. v. 16, 8. The thought which this expo- 
sition yields (‘‘omnes ille unus homo fuerunt,” Augustine) is essentially 
correct, but it was an error to derive it from é¢’ ¢, since it is rather to be 
derived from ravre¢ juaprov, and hence also it is but arbitrarily explained 
by the sensuous notion of all men having been in the loins (Heb. vii. 9, 10) 
of Adam (Origen, Ambrosiaster, Augustine). Chrysostom gives in general 
the proper sense, though without definitely indicating how he took the é¢’ 
@: “ri dé éotiv é@’ @ mavTEg Huaptoy ; éxeivov meodvtog Kal ob up daydvTec amd Tod 
Sbov yeyovaory é§ éxeivov mavtec Avytoi.” So also substantially Theophylact, 
though explaining, with Photius, é¢’¢ as equivalant to éx? 76 ’Addu. The 
right view is taken by Bengel (‘‘ quia omnes peccarunt. . . . Adamo pec- 
cante”) ; Koppe (‘‘ipso actu, quo peccavit Adamus”), Olshausen, Philippi, 
Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 126, 369, and Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 590, III. p. 308 f. ; 
comp. also Klépper.*. The objection that in this way the essential defini- 
ition is arbitrarily supplied (Tholuck, Hofmann, Stélting, Dietzsch, and 
others) is incorrect ; for what is maintained is simply that more precise 
definition of juaproy, for which the immediate connection has necessarily 
prepared the way, and therefore no person, from an unprejudiced point of 
view, can speak of ‘‘an abortive product of perplexity impelling to arbi- 
trariness” (Hofmann). Nor is our view at variance with the meaning of 
obrwe (as Ernesti objects), since from the point of view of death having been 
occasioned by Adam’s sin (oitw¢) the universality of death finds its explana- 
tion in the very fact, that Adam’s sin was the sin of all. Aptly (as against 
Dietzsch) Bengel compares 2 Cor. v. 14: et ele irap révrov drébave, dpa ok 
mavrec aréfavov (namely, Christo moriente) ; see on that passage. Others, 
and indeed most modern expositors (including Reiche, Riickert, Tholuck, 
Fritzsche, de Wette, Maier, Baur, Ewald, Umbreit, van Hengel, Mehring, 
Hofmann, Stélting, Thomasius, Mangold, and others), have interpreted 
jpaptov of individual sins, following Theodoret : od yap 61d tiv rob xpordropoc 


1 Who, although avoiding the direct ex- as God punished the fault of Adam so 
pression of ourinterpretation, nevertheless thoroughly that his sin became shared by 
in substance arrives at the same meaning, all his descendants.”” For Klépper properly 
p. 505: “All however sinned, because explains the é¢’ 6 defining the relation as 
Adam’s sin penetrated to them, inasmuch imputation of Adam’s sin to all, 
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duaptiav, GAG dia tiv oixeiay Exaotog déxerar Tod Oavdrov Tov bpov. [See Note LIV. 
p. 224.] Compare Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 263 ; Miirckerl.c. p. 19. But the tak- 
ing the words thus of the universal having actually sinned as cause of the 
universal death (see other variations further on) must be rejected for the sim- 
ple reason, that the proposition would not even be true ;! and because the 
view, that the death of individuals is the consequence of their own 
actual sins, would be inappropriate to the entire parallel between Adam 
and Christ, nay even contradictory to it. For as the sin of Adam brought 
death to all (consequently not their own self-committed sin), so did the 
obedience of Christ (not their own virtue) bring life to all. Comp. 1 Cor. 
xv. 22. This objective relation corresponding to the comparison re- 
mains undisturbed in the case of our exposition alone, inasmuch as é9’ ¢ 
ravr. juapt. Shows how the sin of Adam necessarily brought death to all. 
To explain juaprov again, as is done by many, and still by Picard and 
Aberle : they were sinful, by which is meant original sin (Calvin, Flacius, 
Melanchthon in the Hnarr.: ‘‘omnes habent peccatum, scilicet pravita- 
tem propagatam et reatum”), or to import even the idea poenam Iluere 
(Grotius), is to disregard linguistic usage ; for juaprov means they have 
sinned, and nothing more. This is acknowledged by Julius Miiller (2. d. 
Siinde, II. p. 416 ff. ed. 5), who however professes to find in é@’ @ 7. ju. 
only an accessory reason for the preceding, and that in the sense : ‘‘ as then” 
all would besides have well deserved this severe fate for themselves by their actual 
sins. Incorrectly, because é¢ ¢ does not mean ‘‘as then” or ‘‘as then also” 
(i.e. &¢ kai) ; because the statement of the reason is by no means made ap- 
parent as in any way merely secondary and subjective, as Neander and Mess- 
ner have rationalised it, but on the contrary is set down as the single, com- 
plete and objective ground ; because its alleged purport would exercise an 
alien and disturbing effect on the whole development of doctrine in the pas- 
sage ; and because the sense assigned to the simple juaprov (this severe fate 
they would have all moreover well merited) is purely fanciful. Ernesti takes 
ég’ » not of the objective ground, but as specifying the ground of thinking 
80, 2.¢. the subjective ground of cognition: ‘‘ about which there can be no doubt, 
in so far as all have in point of fact sinned ;” this he holds to be the logical 


1 Namely, in respect to the many millions 
of children who have not yet sinned. The 
reply made to this, that Paul has had in 
view only those capable of sin (Castalio, Wet- 
stein, Fritzsche, and others) is least of all 
applicable in the very case of this Apostle 
and of the present acutely and thoroughly 
considered disquisition, and just as little is 
an appeal to the disposition to sin (Tholuck) 
which children have (Paul says plainly 
nmeptov.) This way out of the difficulty 
issues in an exegetical self-deception.—He 
who seeks to get rid of the question re- 
garding children must declare that it is not 
here raised, since the passage treats of the 
human race as a whole (comp. Ewald, Jahrb. 
VI. p. 132, also Mangold, p. 118 f.) This 


would suffice, were the question merely of 
universal sinfudness; for in such a case 
Paul could just as properly have said 
mavtes huaptov here, with self-evident refer- 
ence to all capable of sin, as in iii. 23. 
But the question here is the connection be- 
tween the sin of all and the dying of all, in 
which case there emerges no self-evident 
limitation, because ali, even those still in- 
capable of peccatum actuale, must die. 
Thus the question as to children still re- 
mains, and is only disposed of by not taking 
neaprov in the sense of having individually 
sinned ; comp. Dietzsch, p. 57 f. This also 
applies against Stdlting, according to whom 
Paul wishes to show that sin works death 
in the case of all sinners without exception. 
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ground for the obrw¢ «.r.A. But, as there is no precedent of usage for this 
interpretation of ég’ ¢ (Phil. iii. 12 is unjustifiably adduced), Ernesti is com: 
pelled to unite with ég 6 vv. 18 and 14 in an untenable way. See on ver. 
13 f., remark 1, and Philippi, Glaubensi. III. p. 222 ff. ed. 2. — Respect- 
ing é9’ ¢, which is quite identical with é@’ oic, we have next to observe as 
follows : It is equivalent to é? robrw 671, and means on the ground of the fact 
that, consequently in real sense propterea quod,* because (dieweil, Luther), of 
the causa antegressa (not finalis), as also Thomas Magister and Favorinus have 
explained it as equivalent to dé. So in the N. T. at 2 Cor. v. 4 and Phil. 
ili. 12.27, Rothe (followed by Schmid, bid]. Theol. p. 260) has taken it as : 
‘‘under the more definite condition, that” (éxi robtw ore), so that individual 
sins are the consequence of the diffusion of death through Adam’s sin over 
mankind, But this view is wholly without precedent in the usus loquendi, 
for the very frequent use of é¢’ ¢, under the condition, that (usually with the 
infinitive or future indicative), is both in idea and in practice something 
quite different ; see Kithner, II. 2, p. 1006.° Ewald formerly (Jahrb. II. p. 
171), rejecting the second 6 @dvaroc, explained : ‘‘ and thus there penetrated 
to all men that, whereunto all sinned,” namely death, which, according to Gen. 
ii. 17, was imposed as punishment on sin, so that whosoever sinned, sinned 
so that he had to die, a fate which he might know beforehand. In this 
way the ¢¢’ @ would (with Schmid and Gléckler, also Umbreit) be taken of 
the causa finalis* and the subject of di#Aev (rovro) would be implied in it. 
But, apart from the genuineness of 6 @4varoc, which must be defended, there 
still remains, even with the explanation of é¢’ ¢ as final, so long as #uaprov 
is explained of individual actual sins, the question behind as to the truth of 


1 Baur also, II. p. 202 (comp. his neutest. 
Theol. p. 138), approves the rendering de- 
cause, but foists on this because the sense: 
“which has as its presupposition.” Thus it 
should be understood, he thinks, also in 2 
Cor. v. 4 and Phil. iii. 12; and thus Paul 
proves from the universality of death the 
universality of sin. See, in opposition to 
this logical inversion, Ernesti, p. 212 ff. 

2 Comp. Theophilus, ad Aufol. ii. 40, ed. 
Wolf: éf’ d ov« icxvce Savataoat avtous (be- 
cause he was unable to put them to death), 
Diod. Sic. xix. 98: 6°’ .... Td wév petgov 
xadovat Tavpov, TO SE EAKagcov pocxov (because 
they call the greater a bull, etc.); just so 
ep ots, Plut. de Pyth. orac. 29. Favorinus 
quotes the examples: éf’ @ thy xKAomrhvy 
cipyaow, and ep’ ols tov voxov ov Types, 
KoAacdyon. Thomas Magister cites the ex- 
ample from Synesius ep. 73: éf’ & Tevvadiov 
éypaev (propterea quod Gennadium accu- 
sarset, comp. Herm. ad Viger. p.'710). An- 
other example from Synesius (in Devarius, 
ed. Klotz, p. 83) is: ép’ ols yap Sexovvdov ed 
éroinaas (on the ground of this, that, i.e. be- 
cause thou hast done well to Secundus) 
Heas ériunsas, Kat €5’ o's odTw ypadhwv Tings, 


efypticw gavTovd Kk. éroincas elvar covs. See 
further Josephus, Anét. i. 1, 4: 6 Gdus _ 
cvvdiartapmevos TH, Te “Addum Kal TH yuvatki 
pdovepas etxev, ef’ ols (propterea quod) abtois 
evdatmovyigey wéTw TEemMELaMEVOUS TOS TOD BEd 
mapayyéApac., Antt. XVi. 8, 2: Kai Td dixaiws 
matey, ep ols addjAovs Hdixynoar, 
mporAauBavovtes povov, 

3 Of a similar nature are rather such pas- 
sages as Dem, 518, 26; €v yap uydev éotiv, ef’ 
@® TOV mempaynéevwv ov Sixatos Ov amoAwdAévat 
havjcerar [upon the ground of which he will 
not seem worthy, etc.) ; de cor. 114 (twice) ; 
as well as the very current use of émi tovT, 
propterea (Xen. Mem. i. 2, 61) of ém airs 
tout», for this very reason (Dem. 578, 26; 
Xen. Cyr. ii. 3, 10), ete.; and further, such 
expressions as émt pia 59 mote Sixn mAnyas 
éAaBov (Xen. Cyr. i. 8, 16), where émi with 
the dative specifies the ground (Kiihner, II. 
1, p. 436). 

4Xen. Cyr. viii. 8, 24: ov8€ ye Speravy- 
ddpocs Ere xp@vrar, eh’ & Kipos avra éroujoaro, 
lii. 3, 36, dDropemvycKerv, ef" ols Te ErTpepoueda, 
Thuc. i. 134, 1, a/., and see especially Wisd. 
li. 23. 


avTot 
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the proposition, since not al/, who die, have actually sinned ; and indeed 
the view of the death of all having been caused by the actual sins of all is 
incompatible with what follows.’ See also Ernesti, p. 192 ff. ; comp. his 
thik. d. Ap. P. p. 16 f. Moreover the ¢elic form of expression itself would 
have to be taken only in an improper sense, instead of that of the necessary, 
but on the part of the subjects not intended, result, somewhat after the idea 
of fate, as in Herod. i. 68 : én xax@ avOpdrov aidypoc avebpytra. Subsequently 
(in his Sendschr. d. Ap. P.) Ewald, retaining the second 4 @é4varoc, has as- 
sumed for é¢’ @ the signification, so far as (so also Tholuck and van Hengel) ; 
holding that by the limiting phrase ‘‘ so far as they all sinned,” death is thus 
set forth the more definitely as the result of sin, so that ég’ 6 corresponds to 
the previous oirwe. But even granting the not proved limiting signification 
of é¢’ @ (which é¢’ écov elswhere has, xi. 18), there still remain with this 
interpretation also the insurmountable difficulties as to the sense, which 
present themselves against the reference of juaprov to the individual sins. 
Hofmann (comp. also his Schriftbew. I. p. 529 f.) refers ég’ @ to 6 Odvaroc, so 
that it is equivalent to ob rapévtog : amidst the presence of death ; making 
the emphasis to lie on the preposition, and the sense to be: ‘‘ death was 
present at the sinning of all those to whom it has penetrated ; and it has not been 
invariably brought about and introduced only through their sinning, nor always 
only for each individual uho sinned.” Thus éxi might be justified, not indeed 
in a temporal sense (which it has among poets and later prose writers only 
in proper statements of time, as in Homer, J7/. viii. 529, éx? vuxré), but per- 
haps in the sense of the prevailing circumstance, like the German “bei” [ with, 
amidst? (see Kiihner, II. 1, p. 434). But apart from the special tenor of the 
thought, which we are expected to extract from the bare é¢’ ¢, and which 
Paul might su easily have conveyed more precisely (possibly by é¢’ @ 7d 
rapévtt OY ov #6 tapévroc), this artificial exposition has decidedly against it 
the fact that the words é@’ @ rdyrte¢ juaptov must necessarily contain the ar- 
gumentative modal information concerning the preceding proposition x. obtwe 
elc wavtac avOparovc 6 Gav. diZAbev, Which they in fact contain only when our 


view is taken.? 


1 Along with which it may be observed 
that there is the less warrant for mentally 
supplying, in the contrasted propositions 
on the side of salvation, a condition corre- 
sponding to the é¢’ @ 7. nuapr. (Mangold: 
éav mavtes muctevowo.v, Which is implicitly 
involved in AauBavovres, ver. 17), the more 
essential this antitypical element would be. 

2 So also Dietzsch has taken it, in sub- 
stantial harmony with Hofmann, less arti- 
ficially, but not more tenably : amidst the 
presence of death. He thinks that the Apos- 
tle desires to emphasize the view that 
death, originating from the One, is and pre- 
vails in the world, quite apart from the 
sinning of individuals ; that independently 
of this, and prior to it, the universal do- 
minion of death springing from Adam is 
already in existence. But with what 


They must solve the enigma which is involved in the mo- 


strange obscurity would Paul in that case 
have expressed this simple and clear idea ! 
How unwarranted it is to attach to his 
positive expression the negative significa- 
tion (apart from, independently of)! With 
just as little warrant we should have to 
attach to the wayres, since inno case could 
it include the children who have not yet 
sinned, a limitation of meaning, which yet 
it is utterly incapable of bearing after the 
cis mavras avdpwmrouvs just said. The exposi- 
tion of Dietzsch, no less than that of Hof- 
mann, is a laboriously far-fetched and 
mistaken evasion of the proposition clearly 
laid down by Paul : *‘ because they all sinned,” 
namely, when through one man sin came 
into the world and death through sin. 

$’ This applies equally against the similar 
exposition of Thomasius (Chr. Pers. u. 
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mentous oitws of that clause ; and this enigma is solved only by the state- 
ment of the reason : because all sinned, so that the Oavdoruog duapria of Adam 
was the sin of all. Against Hofmann, compare Philippi’s Glaubensl. II. p. 
221 f. ed. 2. 


Remark 1, The Rabbinical writers also derived universal mortality from the 
fall of Adam, who represented the entire race in such a way that, when Adam 
sinned, all sinned. See the passages in Ammon, Opusc. nov. p. 72 ff. Even 
perfectly righteous persons are ‘‘comprehensi sub poena mortis’’ (R. Bechai in 
Cadhackemach f. 5, 4). It may reasonably be assumed therefore that the doc- 
trine of the Apostle had, in the first instance, its historical roots in his Jew- 
ish (comp. Ecclus. xxv. 23 ; Wisd. ii. 23 f.; xiv. 14) and especially his Rabbin- 
ical training, and was held by him even prior to his conversion ; and that in - 
his Christian enlightenment he saw no reason for abandoning the proposition, 
which on the contrary he adopted into the system of his Christian views, and 
justified by continuing to assert for it in the development of the divine plan 
of redemption the place which is here assigned to it, as even Christ Himself 
traces death back to the fall (John viii. 44). Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 22: év to ’Adayu 
mavreg anofvyoxovo.v, on Which our passage affords the authentic commentary. 
We may add that, when Maimonides is combating (More Nevoch. iii. 24) the 
illusion that God arbitrarily decrees punishments, there has been wrongly 
found in the dogmatic proposition adduced by him, ‘ non est mors sine peccato, 
neque castigatio sine iniquitate,” the reverse of the above doctrine (see espe- 
cially Fritzsche, p. 294). The latter is on the contrary presupposed by it. 

Remark 2.. That Adam was created immortal, our passage does not affirm, 
and 1 Cor. xv. 47 contains the opposite. But not as if Paul had conceived 
the first man as by his nature sinful, and had represented to himself sin as a 
necessary natural quality of the oap§ (so anew Hausrath, neut. Zeitgesch. II. p. 
470), but thus : if Adam had not sinned in consequence of his self-determina- 
tion of antagonism to God, he would have become immortal through eating of 
the tree of life in Paradise (Gen. iii. 22), As he has sinned, however, the 
consequence thereof necessarily was death, not only for himself, seeing that 
he had to leave Paradise, but for all his posterity likewise.! From this conse- 
quence, which the sin of Adam had for ail, it results, in virtue of the neces- 
sary causal connection primevally ordained by God between sin and death, by 
reasoning back ab effectu ad causam, that the fall of Adam was the collective 
fall of the entire race, in so far as in fact all forfeited Paradise and therewith 
incurred death. — If é@’ 6 ravrec juaptov be explained in the sense of individual 
actual sins, and at the same time the untenableness of the explanation of Hof- 
mann and Dietzsch be recognized, it becomes impossible by any expedients, 
such as that of Rothe, I. p. 314, ed. Schenkel, to harmonize the view in our 
passage with that expressed in 1 Cor. xv. 47; but, if it be referred to the fall 
of Adam, every semblance of contradiction vanishes. 


Ver. 13 f. Demonstration, that the death of all has its ground in the sin of 


Werk. I. p. 316 f.), amidst the presence of impossibility, which Finckh also presents. 

which relation ($6 as neuter). As if pre- 1Comp. Jul. Miiller, dogmat. Abhandl. 
viously a “relation” had been expressed, 1870, p. 89 f. Schultz, qittest, Theol. I. p. 
and not a concrete historical fact/, Weisse 394, 

took é$¢’¢ even as although, —a linguistic 
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Adam and the causal connection of that sin with death. This argument, 

conducted with great conciseness, sets out from the undoubted historical, 
certainty (it is already sufficiently attested in Gen. iv.—vi.) that during the 
entire period prior to the law (aye véuov = ard ’Adapu péxpr Moircéwe, ver. 14) 

there was sin in humanity ; then further argues that the death of individuals, 

which yet has affected those who also have not like Adam sinned against a 
positive command, cannot be derived from that sin prior to the law, because 
in the non-existence of law there is no imputation ; and allows it to be thence 
inferred that consequently the death of all has been caused (é¢’ 6 ravre¢ fuaprov) 

by the sin of Adam (not by their individual sins). Paul however leaves 
this inference to the reader himself ; he does not expressly declare it, but 
instead of doing so he says, returning to the comparison begun in ver. 12 : 
b¢ gore ToTog Tov péAAovToc, for in that death-working operation of Adam’s 
sin for all lay, in fact, the very ground of the typical relation to Christ. 

Chrysostom aptly says: ei yap é& dwapriag 6 Oavatoc tH piav éoye, vouov d8 ovK 
bvTo¢g 4 auaptia ovK éAdoyeitat, TOG 6 Oavatog éxpater; KOev OHAov rt ovK avTH H 
duaptia 4 Tio Tov véuov TapaBdcEewc, AAW éxeivy THe TOW ’Adau TapaKoge, abTy qv 7 
mavta Avpavouévyn. Kati ric 4 tobrov arddecEie 3 TO Kal Tpd Tov vduov TavTag aro0b- 
vgoke’ EBaciAevoe yap K.t.A. Compare Oecumenius, — daype véuov] [See Note 
LY. p. 224] ¢.e. in the period previous to the giving of the law, comp. ver. 

14; consequently not during the period of the law, éwe 6 vdyo¢ éxpadre,* Theodo- 
ret ; comp. Origen, Chrysostom, and Theodore of Mopsuestia. — éAAoyeirac] 

preserved nowhere else except in Boeckh, Jnscript. I. p. 850 A, 35, and Phi- 

lem, 18 (text rec.), but undoubtedly meaning : 7s put to account (consequent- 
ly equivalent to Aoyifera, iv. 4), namely, here, according to the context, for 
punishment, and that on the part of God ; for inthe whole connection the sub- 
ject spoken of is the divine dealings in consequence of the fall. Hence we are 
neither to understand ab judice (Fritzsche), nor : by the person sinning ; so Au- 
gustine, Ambrosiaster, Luther, (‘‘ then one does not regard the sin ””) Melanch- 
thon (‘‘ non accusatur in nobis ipsis,”) Calvin, Beza, and others, including 
Usteri, Riickert, J. Miiller, Lipsius, Mangold, and Stdlting (‘‘ there 
the sinner recognizes not his sin as guilt’), whereby a thought quite 
irrelevant to the argument is introduced. — pj dvro¢ vduov] without the 
existence of the law ; véuoc, as previously aypz véuov, meaning the Mosaic law, 

and not any law generally (Theodore of Mopsuestia, and many others, in- 
cluding Hofmann), as duapria already points to the divine law. Comp. iv. 

15. The proposition itself : ‘‘ Sin is not imputed, if the law is absent,” is set 
down as something universally conceded, as an axiom ; therefore with repeti- 
tion of the subject (in opposition to Hofmann, who on account of this 
repetition separates dyapria dé x.7.4. from the first half of the verse and 
attaches it to what follows), and with the verb in the present. The propo- 
sition itself, inserted as an intervening link in the argument with the 
metabatic dé, without requiring a prechatns zév, which Hofmann is wrong 


2 As is well known, Peyrerius (Praead- law given to Adam in Paradise ; and found 
amitae 8s. exercitat, exeg. in Rom. vy. 12-14, thus a proof for his Preadamites. 
Amst. 1655) referred the vouov here to the 


wo 
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in missing (see Dietzsch and Kiihner, IT. 2, p. 814), has its truth as well as 
its more precise application in the fact, that in the absence of law the 
action, which in and by itself is unlawful, is no transgression of the law 
(iv. 15), and cannot therefore be brought into account as such. That Paul 
regarded the matter in this light, and had not, as Hofmann thinks, sinning 
generally, ‘‘as it was one and the same thing in the case of all,” in view 
apart from the sins of individuals, is plain also from kai émt rote pi dyapr. 
éxl TE Suolmpare THe TapaBdo. ’Addu, in ver. 14. His thought is : If the death 
of men after Adam had been caused by their own sin, then in the case of 
all those who have died during the period from Adam till the law, the sin 
which they have committed must have been already reckoned to them as 
transgression of the law, just. as Adam’s sin was the transgression of the 
positive divine command, and as such brought upon him death ; but this 
is inconceivable, because the law was not in existence. In this Paul leaves 
out of consideration the Noachian commands (Gen. ix.), as well as other 
declarations of God as to His will given before the law, and likewise 
individual punitive judgments, such as in the case of Sodom, just because 
he has only the strict idea of real and formal legislation before his mind, 
and this suggests to him simply the great epochs of the Paradisaic and 
Sinaitic legislations. A view, which does not subvert the truth of his 
demonstration, because mankind in general were without law from Adam 
until Moses, the natural law, because not given positively, remaining out of 
the account ; it makes the act at variance with it appear as sin (duapria), 
but not as rapaBaorg vdéuov, which as such éAAoyeiraz. — Ver. 14. 422’] at, yet, 
although sin is not put to account in the absence of-the law. It intro- 
duces an apparently contradictory phenomenon, confronting the dyuapria obk 
- -éAdoyeita k.t.A. 5 One, however, which just proves that men have died, not 
through their own special sin, but through the sin of Adam, which was put 
to their account. — éBacidevoey] prefixed with emphasis : death has not per- 
chance been powerless, no, it has reigned, i.e. has exercised its power 
which deprives of life (comp. vv. 17-21). Hofmann (comp. also Holsten, 
Aberle, and Dietzsch) finds in the emphatic éac. the absolute and abiding 
dominion, which death has exercised independently of the imputation of 
sins (4444 being taken as the simple but), ‘‘ just as a king, one by virtue of 
his personal position once and for all entitled to do so, exercises dominion 
over those who, in virtue of their belonging to his domain, are from the 
outset subject to him.” But no reader could educe this qualitative definite 
sense of the BaovAetev, with the highly essential characteristic elements 
ascribed to it, from the mere verb itself ; nor could it be gathered from the 
position of the word at the head of the sentence ; on the contrary, it must 
unquestionably have been expressed (by érupdvvevoev possibly, or rupavvixa¢ 
éBacidevoev) seeing that the subsequent xai (even over those, etc.) does not 
‘indicate a mode of the power of the (personified) death, but only appends 
the fact of its dominion being without exception. —yéypc Mwic. ] equivalent 
to adypt véuov in ver. 18, A distinction of sense between péypx and aypx is 
(contrary to the opinion of Tittmann, Synon. p. 33f.) purely fanciful. See 
Fritzsche, p. 308 ff. and van Hengel in loc. —xat én? rode pi duaptgoavtag 
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x.T.A,] even over those * who have not sinned like Adam, that is, have not like 
him transgressed a positive divine command. [See Note LVI. p. 224.] Even 
these it did not spare. It is erroneous with Chrysostom (but not Theodoret 
and Theophylact) to connect ért r@ duorbpate x.t.2. with éBacid.2 Erroneous 
for this reason, that Paul, apart from the little children or those otherwise 
incapable of having sin imputed, whom however he must have indicated 
more precisely, could not conceive at all (iii. 23) of persons who had not 
sinned (ui duaprioavrec without any modal addition more precisely defining 
it), and a limitation mentally supplied (sine lege peccarunt, Bengel) is purely 
fanciful. The kai, even, refers to the fact that in the period extending from 
Adam till Moses, excluding the latter, positively given divine commands 
were certainly transgressed by individuals to whom they were given, but it 
was not these merely who died (as must have been the case, had death been 
brought on by their own particular sins); it was also those,* who etc. Their 
sin was not éxt tr duo. tie tapaB. Addu (éxi used of the form, in which 
anything occurs, see Bernhardy, p. 250); they did not sin in such a way, 
that their action was of like shape with the transgression of Adam, ‘‘ quia non 
habebant ut ille revelatam certo oraculo Dei voluntatem,” Calvin. For other 
definitions of the sense see Fritzsche, p. 816, and Reiche, Commentar. crit. 
I. p. 45 ff. Reiche himself explains it of those who have transgressed no 
command expressly threatening death. So also Tholuck. But this peculiar 
limitation is not suggested by the context, in which, on the contrary, it is 
merely the previous pi dvro¢ véuou which supplies a standard for determining 
the sense of the similarity. According to Hofmann xa? éx? rode down to 
‘Addu is meant to be one and the same with the previous ard Addu péxpe 
Moicéwc, inasmuch as a transgression similar to that of Adam could only 
then have occurred, ‘‘when God placed a people in the same position in which 
Adam found himself, when he received a divine command on the observance or 
transgression of which his life or death depended.” This misconception, spring- 
ing from the erroneous interpretation of é¢’ ¢ mévre¢ fuaproy, is already ex- 
cluded by xai,* as well as, pursuant to the tenor of thought, by the fact 
that in the pre-legal period in question all those, who transgressed a com- 
mand divinely given to them by way of revelation, sinned like Adam. 
Their sin had thereby the same moral form as the act of Adam; but not only 
had they to die, but also (xai) those who had not been in that condition of 
sinning. Death reigned over the latter also.—The genitive with dpuodp. is 
not that of the subject (Hofmann), but of the object, as in i. 23, vi. 5, viii. 3 ; 
the sins meant are not so conceived of, that the rapéBaore of Adam és homo- 


1 BactAeverv With éri is a Hebraism Sy. 
Compare Luke i. 33, xix. 14; 1 Sam. viii. 9, 
11; 1 Mace. i. 16. 

2 So Finckh again does, following Castalio 
and Bengel: “quia illorum eadem atque 
Adami transgredientis ratio fuit .... ie. 
propter reatum ab Adamo contractum.”’ 

3 Consequently the two classes, formed by 
Paul, are not to be so distinguished that 
the one shall embrace men before Noah, 
and the other the Noachian race (van 


Hengel). Both classes are included in the 
whole period from Adam till Moses. 

* Which necessarily assumes a class of 
sinners in the pre-legal period, whose sin 
was homogeneous with that of Adam. 
This also, in opposition to Mangold, p. 121, 
and Dietzsch, p. 98; according to whose 
and Hofmann’s definition of the sense, 
Paul ought either to have omitted the xaé 
altogether, or to have inserted it before 
amd "Adau, 
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geneously repeated in them, but so that they are, as to their specific nature, 
of similar fashion with it, and consequently belong to the same ethical cate- 
gory. They have morally just the same character. As to dyoiwua see on i. 
23. —b¢ éore Tirog Tov wéAAovTog| who—to educe now from vv. 13, 14 the result 
introduced in ver. 12, and so to return to the comparison there begun—is 
type of the future (Adam). Theophylact correctly paraphrases: o¢ yap 
6 marae "Addu ravtag brodixoug éroince TH oikeiw wraicuate (by bringing upon 
them death), kairo: uy mraicavtac, obtwc 6 Xpiordc édixaiwoe mavtac, Kaito. wy 
Sixadcewe aka Troufoavtac. Compare 1 Cor. xv. 45. Koppe, following 
Bengel, takés wéA1. as neuter (of that, which should one day take place), and b¢ 
for 6. Thisagreement of the relative with the following substantive would 
perhaps be grammatically tenable;’ but seeing that ’Addu immediately pre- 
cedes it, and that the idea of Christ being 6 éoyaro¢ "Addu is a Pauline idea 
(1 Cor. /.c.), it is quite unjustifiable to depart from the reference of the é¢ to 
Adam ; and equally so to deny to the péAAor its supplement from the imme- 
diately preceding ’Adéu, and to take it as ‘‘ the man of the future” (Hofmann), 
which would nevertheless yield in substance the same meaning. — rizoc] 
type, so that the véAAwv is the anti-type (1 Pet. ili. 21). The type is always 
something historical (a person, thing, saying), which is destined, in ac- 
cordance with the divine plan, to prefigure something corresponding to it in 
the future,—in the connected scheme of sacred historical teleology, which is 
to be discerned from the standpoint of the antitype. Typical historical 
parallels between Adam and the Messiah (so that the latter is even ex- 
pressly termed the last Adam) are found also in Rabbinical authors ,* and 
are based in them on the doctrine of the droxardoraoie révrwv.2 Paul based 
this typology of his on the atoning work of Christ and its results, as the 
whole discussion shows ; hence in his present view Christ as the yéAdov 
Addu is not still to come, but is already historical.* For this reason how- 
ever 6 wéAAwy may not, with Fritzsche and de Wette, be referred to the last 
coming of Christ; but must be dated from the time of Adam, in so far, 
namely, as in looking back to the historical appearance of Adam, Christ, as 
its antitype, 7s the futwre Adam (comp. 6 épyéuevoc). 


Remark 1. Those who refer é¢’ ¢ mrdvte¢ juaptov to the proper sins of indi- 
viduals, or even to the principle of the duapria dwelling in them, ought not to 
find, as Baumgarten-Crusius, Umbreit, and Baur still do, the proof for the 
navtec Huaptov in ver. 13 f. for how in the connection of the passage could any 
proof for the universality of sin be still required? Certainly just as little as in 
particular for the fact, that, with death already existing in the world (Dietzsch), all 
individuals have sinned. Consistently with that reference of the é¢’ @ m. juaptov 
there must rather have been read from ver. 13 f. the proof for this, that the 


1 Hermann, ad Viger. p. 708; Heind. ad 
Phaedr. p> 279. 

2 E.g. Neve Schalom f. 160, 2: ** Quemad- 
modum homo primus fuit primus in pec- 
cato, sic Messias erit ultimus ad auferen- 
dum peccatum penitus ;’’ Neve Schalom 9, 9: 
Adamus postremus est Messias.”’ 


3 Compare the passages in Eisenmenger, 
entdeckt. Judenth. II. p. 819, 823 ff. 

4 Comp. Chrysostom; also Theodore of 
Mopsuestia: @omep &° éxeivov (Adam) trav 
xetpdvev } maépodoa éyévero, obTw Sua TOVTOU THS 
TOV KpELTTOVwY amoAavcews THY adhopuyv 
edefapeda, 
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death of all results from the proper sins of all, But how variously has this 
demonstration been evolved! Either : although sin has not until Moses been impu- 
table according to positive law, yet each one has brought death upon himself by his sin 
(ver. 14), which proves the relative imputation thereof. So de Wette. Or: although 
sin, which even from Adam till Moses was not lacking, be not imputed by a human 
judge in the absence of positive law, yet the reign of death (ver. 14) shows that God 
has imputed the pre-Mosaic sins. So Fritzsche. Or: in order to show ‘‘in Adamo 
causam quaerendam esse, cur hominum peccata mors secuta sit,” Paul declares that 
death has reigned over all from Adam till Moses, whether they sinned like Adam, 
or differently. So van Hengel ; comp. also Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 264. Or: not 
even in the period from Adam till Moses was sin absent ; but the clear proof to the 
contrary is the dominion of death in this period. So Baur, and with a substantially 
similar view of the mode of inference ab effectu ad causam,' Rothe also. But 
however it may be turned, the probative element has first of all to be read into 
the passage ; and even then the alleged proof (ver. 14) would only be a reason- 
ing backwards from the historical phenonenon in ver. 14 to the cause asserted by 
é¢’ Om. fuapt., and consequently.a mere clumsy argument in a circle, which 
again assumes the assertion to be proved—id quod erat demonstrandum—in 
the phenomenon brought forward in ver. 14; and moreover utterly breaks 
down through the proposition that sin is not imputed in the absence of law. 
Ewald, in his former view (Jahrb. II.), rightly deduces from ver. 14: conse- 
quently it only appears the more certain, that death propagated itself to them only by 
means of Adam’s,” but attributes to this inference, consistently with his vicw 
of é¢’ & m. fu., the sense : ‘that they all sinned unto death just in the same way as, 
and because, Adam had sinned unto it.’’ In his latter view (Sendschr. d. Ap. P.) 
he supposes that in connection with éq’ @ mavte¢ fuaprov the possible doubt 
may have arisen, whether it was so certain that death had come upon those oldest 
men from Adam till Moses in consequence of their sins ? which doubt Paul prop- 
erly answers in ver, 13 f., thereby all the more corroborating the truth. But 
the emergence of a doubt is indicated by nothing in the text ; and that doubt 
indeed would have been dissipated by the very fact that those men were dead, 
which does not prove however that they died on account of their sins. Thus 
also the matter would amount to a reasoning in a circle. According to Tho- 
luck the argument is: that death has passed upon all through the disposition to 
death (?) introduced in Adam, and not through their own sins, is plain from the fact, 
that pre-Mosaic sin, through not positively threatened with death, as in the case of 
Adam and in the law, was nevertheless placed under its dominion.”’ Only thus, he 
holds, is the logical relation between the clauses apparent. In general this is 
right ; but by this very circumstance Tholuck just attests the correctness of 
our explanation of #uaprov, namely, that it is not meant of individual sin. The 
caution which he inserts against this inference, namely, that Paul regards the 
actual sins ‘‘ only as the relatively free manifestations of the hereditary sinful 
substance,” is of no avail, seeing that they remain always acts of individual 
freedom, even though the latter be only relative, while the argument in our 
passage is such that the individual’s own sins, as cause of death, are excluded. 
Ernesti joins duapria d2 «.7.a. with é¢’ @ «.7.2.: ‘since indeed all have sinned, 
but sin is not placed to account,’’ etc. The dypr... . Kdoup standing in 
the way, he encloses in a parenthesis. But why this parenthesis? The rdvrec 


2 According to the correlation of the ideas sin and death, comp. Baur, neut. Theol. p. 138. 
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jpaptov, in the sense of iii. 23, needed no proof; and it could not’ occur to 
any one to date sin only from the epoch of the law. The dy... . Kéopuw 
acquires its pertinent significance when, as an essential element in the syllo- 
gistic deduction, it is closely united with the axiom duapria d? ob« éxhoy, K.T.A, 
attached to it, and is not set aside in a parenthesis as if it might equally well 
have been omitted. According to Holsten the argument turns on the fact that 
objective sin entered the world through Adam, and death along with it ; thus 
death has passed upon all because all were sinners (in the objective sense)—a 
diffusion by means of one over the whole, which is illustrated by the thought 
that, while sin was in the world until the law, this sin could not, in the ab- 
sence of law, be imputed as subjective guilt ; but death became ruler, in accord- 
ance with the objective divine law of the universe, with a tyrannical power 
not conditioned by the subjects of its rule, even over those who were indeed 
(objectively) sinners, but not (subjectively) transgressors like Adam. Holsten 
has certainly in this way avoided the error of making universal death condi- 
tioned by the subjective sin of the individuals ; but he has done so by means 
of a distinction between objective and subjective sins, which is so far from 
being suggested by the text, that it was just through Adam that the subjective 
sin, joined with the consciousness of guilt, entered the world, and therefore the 
divine action, in decreeing death upon sin, could not be conceived as indiffer- 
ent to the subjectivity. Hofmann—who sees in dypt... . Kéouw a [very un- 
necessary] ground assigned for the é9’ @ r. fuaprov, upon which there follows 
in duapria 62 x.7.A. a declaration regarding death in the pre-legal period, ac- 
cording to which this could not have been caused by the sinning of that pe- 
riod, seeing that on the contrary the latter took place when death was already 
present—confuses the entire exposition of the passage, and by his artificial 
rendering of é¢’ @ mdvrec fuaprov makes the understanding of it impossible. In 
general the entire history of the interpretation of our passage shows that when 
once the old ecclesiastical explanation of é¢’ @ (this however taken as propterea 
quod) ravrec huaprov is regarded as the Charybdis to be shunned at all hazards, 
the falling into the Scylla becomes unavoidable. Even Klépper, in attributing 
to navre¢ juaprov the underlying thought that Adam’s sin penetrated to all, 
and Dietzsch, by his simplifying and modification of Hofmann’s exposition, 
have not escaped this danger, 

Remark 2. Since Paul shows from the absence of imputation (éAAoyeirar) in 
the absence of law, that the death of men after Adam cannot have been occa- 
sioned by their own individual sins, but only by Adam’s, in which all were 
partakers in virtue of their connection with him as their progenitor, he must 
have conceived that Adam’s sin brought death not merely to himself but also 
at the same time to all by way of imputation ; and therefore the imputatio peccati 
Adamitici in reference to the death, to which all are subjected, certainly results 
from our passage as a Pauline doctrine. But as to original sin (not however as 
to its condemnableness in itself), the testimony of our passage is only indirect, 
in so far, namely, as the é¢’ 6 mévtec hueaptov, according to its proper explana- 
tion and confirmation in ver. 13 f., necessarily presupposes in respect to 
Adam’s posterity the habitual want of justitia originalis and the possession of 
concupiscence. 

Remark 3. The view of Julius Miiller as to an original estate and original 
fall of man in an extra-temporal sphere (comp. the monstrous opinion of 
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Benecke, p. 109 ff., and in the Stud. u. Krit. 1832, p. 616 ff.) cannot be reconciled 
with our passage and its reference to Gen. iii.! See Ernesti, p. 247 ff., and 
among dogmatic theologians, especially Philippi, III. p. 92 ff.; and (against 
Schelling and Steffens) Martensen, § 93, p. 202 ff. ed. 2. 


Ver. 15. But not as is the trespass, so also is the gift of grace. (See Note 
LVI. p. 225.) Although Adam and Christ as the heads of the old and new 
humanity are typical parallels, how different nevertheless are the two facts, 
by which the former and the latter stand to one another in the relation of 
type and antitype (on the one side the rapdzrwyua, on the other the ydpiopa) 
—different, namely (ci yap «.r.4.), by the opposite effects? issuing from those 
two tacts, on which that typical character is based. The question is not as 
to the different measure of efficacious power, for this extends alike in both 
cases from one to all ; but as to the different specific kind of effect ; there 
death, here the rich grace of God—the latter the more undoubted and cer- 
tain (70AA@ waAdov), as coming after that deadly effect, which the rapérruya 
had. ‘‘ For if (ei purely hypothetical) through the trespass of one the many 

died, much more has the grace of God and the gift by grace of the one man Jesus 
’ Christ become abundant to the many.” On 7d rapérroua comp. Wisd. x. 1. 
The contrast is rd ydpuoua, the work of grace, i.e. the atoning and justifying 
act of the divine grace in Christ,* comp. ver. 17 ff. —oi roAAot] the many, 
namely, according to ver. 12 (comp. ver. 18), the collective posterity of 
Adam. It is in substance certainly identical with rdvrec, to which Mehring 
reverts ; but the contrast to the cic becomes more palpable and stronger by 
the designation of the collective mass as oi roAdoi. Grotius erroneously 
says: ‘‘fere omnes, excepto Hnocho,” which is against vv. 12, 18. Sucha 
unique, miraculous exception is not taken into consideration at all in this 
mode of looking at humanity as such on a great scale. Erroneous also is 
the view of Dietzsch, following Beck, that oi roAdoit and then rove roddobe 
divide mankind into two classes, of which the one continues in Adamite cor- 
ruption (?) while the other is in Christ raised above sin and death. This 
theory breaks down even on the historical aorist aré$avov and its, accord- 
ing to ver. 12, necessary reference to the physical death which was given 
with Adam’s death-bringing fall for all, so that they collectively (including 
also the subsequent believers) became liable to death through this rapdr- 
toua. See on ver. 12. It is moreover clear from our passage that for the 
explanation of the death of men Paul did not regard their individual sin as 


1 Nor with the N. T. generally, which 
teaches an extra-temporal mode of exist- 
ence only in the case of Christ. The extra- 
temporal condition and fall supposed by 
Miiller are not only outside of Scripture, but 
at variance with it. 

2 This contrast forbids the taking 4d’ 
oun... . xaptopa interrogatively (Mehring 
and earlier expositors), and so getting rid 
of the negation. 

’The unhappy and happy consequences 
respectively of the wapamtwua and the 


xéptova are not included in these concep- 
tions themselves (in opposition to Dietzsch). 
Nor is wapdrrwua to be so distinguished 
from wapaBacrs, that the former connotes the 
unhappy consequences (Grotius, Dietzsch). 
On the contrary, the expressions are popu- 


- lar synonyms, only according to different 


Jigures, like fall (not falling away) and tres- 
pass. Comp. on mapanrr. Ez. xiv. 13, xv. 8, 
XViii. 24, 26, iii. 20; Rom. iv. 25, xi. 11 ; 2Cor. 
v. 19; Gal. vi. 1; Eph. ii. 1 e¢ a. 
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the causa efficiens, or even as merely medians ; and it is a meaning gratui- 
tously introduced, when it is explained : ‘‘ the many sinned and found death, 
like the one Adam,” (Ewald, Jahrb. II., van Hengel and others). — roar@ 
uadAov] as in ver. 9, of the logical plus, i.e. of the degree of the evidence as 
enhanced through the contents of the protasis, multo potius. ‘‘If Adam’s 
fall has had so bad an universal consequence, much less can it be doubted 
that,” etc. For God far rather allows His goodness to prevail than His se- 
verity ; this is the presupposition on which the conclusion rests. Chrysos- 
tom has correctly interpreted z. a2. in the logical sense (70AA@ yap TovTo 
evioyérepov), as does also Theodoret, and recently Fritzsche, Philippi, Tho- 
luck (who however takes in the guantitative plus as well), van Hengel, Man- 
gold, and Klépper. The quantitative view (Theophylact : ov rocovrov pévor, 
dno, d¢eAnoev 6 Xpiord¢, boov EBAapev 6’Addpu ; also Erasmus, Calvin, Beza, 
Calovius and others ; and in modern times Riickert, Reiche, Kéllner, Rothe, 
Nielsen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Maier, Hofmann, and Dietzsch) is opposed 
to the analogy of vv. 17, 18 ; and has also against it the consideration, that 
the measure of punishment of the raparrwpa (viz. the death of all) was already 
quantitatively the greatest possible, was absolute, and therefore the meas- 
ure of the grace, while just as absolute (ci¢ rove roAdobc), is not greater still 
than that measure of punishment, but only stands out against the dark 
background of the latter all the more evidently in its rich fulness.’ — 7 ydpic¢ 
r. Ocod «. % dwped] the former, the grace of God, richly turned towards the 
many, is the principle of the latter (7) duped = 76 ydpcoua in ver. 15, the gift of 
justification). The dwped is to be understood kar’ éfoxqv, without supplying tov 
cov ; but the discourse keeps apart with solemn emphasis what is cause and 
what is effect. —év yépirt ... . Xpcorov is not with many expositors (in- 
_ eluding Rothe, Tholuck, Baumgarten-Crusius, Philippi, Mehring, Hofmann, 
and Dietzsch) to be joined with 7 dwpea (the gift, which is procured through 
the grace of Christ), but with Fritzsche, Riickert, Ewald, van Hengel, and 
others, to be connected with érepiocevoe (has become abundant through the grace 
of Christ)—a construction which is decisively supported, not indeed by the 
absence of the article, since 7 dwped év ydpite might be conjoined so as to 
form one idea, but by the reason, that only with this connection ther¢ .... 
rapartéuart in the protasis has its necessary, strictly correspondent, correla- 
tive in the apodosis. The divine grace and the gift have abounded to the 
many through the grace of Christ, just as the many died through the fall 


1 The way would have been logically pre- means tenable. For even in the case of 


pared for the quantitative plus by the hypo- 
thetical protasis only in the event of that 
which was predicated being in the two 
clauses of a similar (not opposite) kind; in 
the event therefore of its having been possi- 
ble to affirm a salutariness of the raparrwpna 
in the protasis. Comp. xi. 12; 2 Cor. iii. 9, 
11; Heb. ix. 13 f., xii. 9, 25. The main ob- 
jection which Dietzsch (following Rothe) 
raises against the interpretation of the 
logical plus, on the ground that we have here 
two historical realities before us, is by no 


two facts which have taken place, the one 
may be corroborated and inferred from 
the other, namely, as respects its certainty 
and necessity. If the one has taken place, it 
is by so much the more evident that the other 
also hastaken place. The historical reality 
of the one leaves all the less room for 
doubt as to that of the other. The second 
does not in this case require to be some- 
thing still future, especially if it be an oc- 
currence, which does not fall within the 
range of sensuous perception. 


el 


. 
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of Adam. \ The ydpic "Inoov Xpiorov is—as the genitive-relation naturally sug- 
gests of itself, and as is rendered obviously certain by the analogy of 7 yapic 
tr. Qcoi—the grace of Jesus Christ, in virtue of which He found Himself 
moved to accomplish the iAaor#piov, in accordance with the Father’s decree, 
and thereby to procure for men the divine grace and the duped. It is not 
therefore the favour in which Christ stood with God (Luther, 1545) ; nor the 
grace of God received in the fellowship of Christ (van Hengel) ; nor is it the 
steadily continued, earthly and heavenly, redeeming efficacy of Christ’s grace . 
(Rothe, Dietzsch). Comp. Acts xv. 11; 2 Cor. viii. 9; Gal. i. 6 5 Tit. iii. 
6 ; 2Cor. xii. 8, xiii. 18. The designation of Christ : rov évd¢ avéparov’I. 

X., is occasioned by the contrast with the one man Adam. Comp. 1 Cor. 
xv. 21; 1 Tim. ii. 5. To describe the divine glory of this One man (Col. 
i. 19) did not fall within the Apostle’s present purpose ; but it was known 
to the reader, and is presupposed in His ydpuc (John i. 64). — rH rod] ‘‘ arti- 
culi nervosissimi,” Bengel. — ei¢ rode roAdobc] belongs to érepioc. The roa- 
ot are likewise here, just as previously, all mankind (comp. rdvrag avOporove, 
ver. 18). To this multitude has the grace of God, etc., been plentifully im- 
parted (sic t. 1m. éxepiocevce, comp. 2 Cor. i. 5), namely, from the objective 
point of view, in so far as Christ’s act of redemption has acquired for all the 
divine grace and gift, although the subjective reception of it is conditioned 
by faith. See on ver. 18. The expression érepicoevce (he does not say 
merely éyévero,.or some such word) is the echo of his own blessed experi- 
ence. . 

Ver. 16. Continuation of the difference between the gift of grace and the 
consequence of the fall, and that with reference to the causal origination on 
either side in a numerical aspect. — And not as through one, who has sinned, 
so is the gift, i.e. it is not so in its case—the state of the case there is the very 
reverse—as if it were occasioned dv’ évd¢ duaprgo. (like death through Adam). 
The dv évd¢ duaprho. indicates the unity of the person and of the accom- 
plished sinful act ; comp. Stélting. Beyond the simple éori after dopyua noth- 
ing is to be supplied (so also Mangold), because the words without supple- 
ment are quite in accordance with the Greek use of ac,’ and yield an appro- 
priate sense, whereas none of the supplements that have been attempted are 
suggested by the context. It has been proposed, e.g. after duapr. to supply 
Oavatoc eichAOev (Grotius, Estius, Koppe), or 7d xpiwa or Kardxpiya (Bengel, 
Klee, Reiche, Kéllner) ; or after d¢: 7é (Beza), which is indeed impossible, 
_ put is nevertheless resorted to even by de Wette : ‘‘and not like that which 
originated through one that sinned, so is the gift,” and Tholuck : “ the gift 
has a different character from that which has come through the one man sin- 
ning.” Comp. Philippi, who like Riickert and Dietzsch supplies merely 
éyévero after duapr. (and then after dwp.: éori),—which however still yields 





1 Dietzsch takes it differently, finding the justification—an intermingling to be avoid- 
progress of the argument in this, that at ed throughout the entire train of thought 
the end a state of life adequate to the divine mn our passage; comp. Pfleiderer in Hilgen- 
law may be established. This view how-  feld’s Zeétschr. 1872, p. 167. 
ever rests on an erroneous exposition of | ~ 2 Bernhardy, p. 352, Stallbaum, ad Plat, 
duxaiwpa (see below), and generally on an = Synpos. p. 179 E. 
erroneous mixing up of sanctification » *' 
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no complete sentence, since the éyévero is without a subject. The correct view 
in substance is taken by Rothe, Ewald, and van Hengel ; while Fritzsche 
still calls in the aid of asupplement after duapr. (rd wapdrtwpya éyévero) ; 
and Hofmann even wishes mentally to supply to «ai. . . . ddpyua from what 
precedes, to which it is attached, cic rode roAAode éxepiccevoev as predicate ;?* 
whereas Mehring puts his rendering, which erroneously makes it a question 
(comp. on ver. 15), in this form: ‘‘ And ought not the gift to be, as it was 
through one that sinned ?” — 7d pév yap xpiua x.t.2.] sc. éori 5 explanation of 
the point of difference previously specified : For the judicial sentence redounds 
From a single one to a sentence of condemnation, but the gift of grace from many 
trespasses to a sentence of justification. —ré xpiua] quite general : the sentence 
which God pronounces as judge ; comp. 1 Cor. vi. 7. For the kind of sentence, 
which this shall prove to be in the concrete result, is indicated only by the 
following cic xatrdxpyua. The explanation which refers it to the divine an- 
nouncement contained in Gen. ii. 17 (Fritzsche, Dietzsch) is erroneous, be- 
cause the latter is a threat, and not a xpiva ; and because the act of Adam 
must have already preceded the «piua. Others understand by it the sentence 
of punishment pronounced against Adam, which has become a sentence of 
punishment (sentence of death) against his posterity (kardxpiua) (Reiche, 
Riickert, Nielsen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Krehl, de Wette, Maier, Hofmann) ; 
but wrongly, because they thus neglect the pointed interchange of xpiva and 
katdxpiua, and in ei¢ xatdxpywa place the stress on the condemned subject, 
which however is not even mentioned. Linguistically erroneous is the view 
of Beza, Calixtus, Wolf, and others, that r. xpiua is the guilt. Nor does it 
mean the state of being finally adjudged (Stélting). Philippi, Tholuck, Ewald, 
and van Hengel hold the right view ; while Rothe, with unnecessary refin- 
ing and gratuitous importation, takes rd név and 7d dé by themselves as sub- 
ject, xpiua and ydpioua as predicates (‘‘ the one effect is a righteous judg- 
ment. . . . the other on the contrary a gift’). Dietzsch still more breaks 
up the sentence, making xpiva and ydpioua appositions, the former to 7d pév, 
and the latter to 7d dé — é& évéc] has, like é« woAAév raparr. afterwards, 
the chief emphasis ; évéc is masculine on account of the previous dv évi¢g 
duaptgo., not neuter (rapartéuaroc), as Rothe, Mehring, Dietzsch, Stélting 
and others think. This masculine however does not necessitate our taking 
moAA@v also as masculine (Hofmann), which would in itself be allowable 
(comp. on 2 Cor. i. 11), but is here opposed by the consideration that Paul 
would have expressed the personal contrast to é€ évé¢ more symmetrically and 
thoughtfully by the bare é« zojdav. The Vulgate gives the right sense : 
“*ex multis delictis.”” —é] points to the motive cause, producing the event 
from itself : forth from one; see Kiihner, II. 1, p. 399. Just in the same 
way the second éx. — ei¢ xardxpiua] sc. éori, as in the first half of the verse,? 


1 It would runthus: ‘* The gift has not so 
accrued abundantly to the many and passed 
over to them, as was the case when such a be- 
stowal ensued through one that sinned.” 
This supplement is already guarded against 
by the fact that «. obx down to dépyua is the 
obvious parallel of ody #; 7. raparr. down 


to xdpiona, and hence, like the latter, may 
not be supplemented further than by éo7i. 
Any other course is arbitrary and artificial. 

2In consequence of the way in which 
Hofmann has supplemented the first half 
of the verse, we should now take, in the 
one instance, é§ évds eis xatdxpiyma eis TOS 
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‘ut una cum praesentibus praeterita tamquam eadem in tabella repraesent- 
et,” van Hengel. One was the cause (moving the divine righteousness) 
that the judgment of God presents itself in the result as a punitive judgment 
(namely, that on account of the sin of one all should die, ver. 12) ; many 
sins [see Note LVIII. p. 225], on the other hand, were the cause (moving 
the divine compassion) that the gift of grace results in concreto as a judg- 
ment of justification. In the one case an unity, in the other a multiplicity, 
was the occasioning cause. In the second clause also, following the analogy 
of xpiua in the first, 7d yépeoua is conceived of generally and abstractly ; the 
xapioua redounds in the concrete case ei¢ dixaiwua, When God, namely, for- 
gives the many sins and declares their subjects asrighteous.  dccaéwua, which 
is not, with Dietzsch, to be understood in the sense of the right framing of 
life through sanctification of the Spirit—a view contrary to linguistic usage 
and the context—is here also (comp. i. 32, ii. 26, vili. 4 ; Lukei. 6; Heb. 
ix. 1,10; Rev. xv. 4; frequently in LXX. and Apocr., see Schleusner, 7’hes. 
II. p. 167 f.), according to its literal signification, in itself nothing else than 
judicial determination, judicial sentence ; but it is to be taken here in the 
Pauline sense of the divine dcxacovv, hence : the sentence defining righteousness, 
the ordinance of God in which He completes the dixaiwore as actus judicialis, 
the opposite of xardxpyua. Condition of righteousness (Luther and others), 
“the actual status of being righteous” (Hofmann), would be represented by 
dixatootvyn ; satisfaction of justice, compensation of justice (Rothe, Mehring 
following Calovius, and Wolf), in accordance with which idea it may even 
designate punishment in classical usage (Plat. Legg. ix. p. 864 E), it might 
mean (Aristot. Hth. Nic. v. 7, 17: éxavép wpa tov adixjuatoc), but never does 
so in Biblical usage, to which this special definition of the sense is foreign. 
Paul could convey the sense declaration as righteous, verdict of justification, 
the more appropriately by dcxaiwpa, since in Bar. ii. 17 the word is also sub- 
stantially thus used (décovor défav x. dixaiwua TH Kvpiv, In Hades they shall 
not praise God and declare Him righteous). Compare also 2 Sam. xix. 28 ; 
Jer. xi. 20 ; Prov. viii. 20; Rev. xv. 4, and xix. 8.1. The right view is 
taken by Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, Krehl, Philippi, Tholuck, Ewald, 
van Hengel, Holsten, Klépper, and Pfleiderer ; Riickert (also Maier) abides 
by means of justification, following merely the form of the word without 
empirical proof, while de Wette is undecided, and Stélting, without prece- 
dent from linguistic usage (comp. above Luther and Hofmann), understands 
the state of justification into which the state of grace (the ydapioua) has passed. 
These two conceptions however exclude any idea of succession, and are con- 
current. — The addition Cw#¢ in D. Vulg. is a correct gloss ; comp. ver. 18. 

Ver. 17. The 7d 68 ydpiopa éx roAA. wapart. ei¢ dixaiwpa, just asserted in 
contrast to the cardxpiua proceeding from One, has now the seal of conjirma- 


modAovs émepicgevcevas predicate to 
roxpiva; and in the other instance, é« 
FOAA@Y TapanTwuatwr eis Stxaiwna eis TOUS 
wotAovs éEnmepiagevoer as predicate to 
To xaptoua,—notwithstanding that in both 
cases a definition with eis is already given 
by Paul himself. How enigmatically and 


misleadingly he would have written ! 

1 Where 7a Sixawpata tev ayiwv are the 
divine verdicts of justification, which the 
saints have received. The pure byssus is 
their symbol. Compare Ewald, Joh. Schr. 
in loc. p. 330. Diisterdieck understands it 
otherwise (righteous acts). 
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tion (yap) impressed on it through the triumphant certainty of the reign of 
life, which must belong to the recipients of the dicaiwua in the approaching 
completion of the kingdom through the One Jesus Christ all the more un- 
doubtedly, since the rapaéxrwoua of the One Adam brought death to reign. 
The effect of the second One (the Adam é/Awv) in the direction of salvation 
cannot in fact remain behind the effect which proceeded from the first One 
in the direction of destruction. On this rests the evidence of the blissful 
assurance, which with roAA@ uaAdov stands forth as it were from the gloom 
of the death previously described (comp. vv. 15, 9). The view that ver. 17 
adduces the proof of the first half of ver. 16 being really proved by its second 
half (Hofmann), is to be rejected for this very reason, that the demonstra- 
tion in ver. 16 is so full and clear in itself, especially after ver. 15, that there 
is no longer any necessity for receiving proof of its probative power, and no 
reader could expect this. It is quite arbitrary in Rothe, especially looking 
to the regular continuation by ydp, to take ver. 16 as a parenthesis, and to 
attach ver. 17 to ver. 15. For other views of the connection see Dietzsch, 
who, in accordance with his own unsuitable rendering of d:xaiwua, finds here 
the inner righteous condition of life verified by the final reign of life as its 
outward manifestation. — dad rov évéc] through the medium of the One, is 
added, although év éi mapartéuate had been already said (see the critical 
remarks), in order to prepare the way with due emphasis for the d:a row évig 
'Inoov Xpiorov of the apodosis. Comp. on 2 Cor. xii. 7. — roa@ parrov] 
Here also, as in ver. 15, the logical plus, the far greater certainty and evidence. 
—oi AauBdvovrec] not those who believingly accept (Bengel, Rothe, van Hen- 
gel, and others), but simply the recipients. [See Note LIX. p. 226.] The 
present participle denotes the presence of the time of grace introduced by 
Christ, which stands in the middle between the former reign of death and 
the reign of life in the blissful future and determines the subjects of the lat- 
‘ter ; comp. ver. 11. —r9v repicceiav] the abundant fulness (comp. ii. 4) of 
grace, referring to érepiocevoe in ver. 15. — tHe yap k. T. dwpedc] distinguished, 
as in ver. 15. But the emphasis of the description, climactic in the enthusi- 
asm of victory, liesin the first instance on ydpiroc, and then, as it advances, 
on dcKaloobvyc, in contrast to the former tragic rapartwpya. — tHe dixatoo.] is 
that, in which the dwped consists. The whole characteristic description of 
the subjects by of . . . . AauBdvovtee already implies the certainty with 
which one may reckon in the case of those, who are honoured to receive 
such abundance, on the final Baovrebev év CwH through Christ. — év Cwm BaoiA- 
evoovo.| The word aouA. itself, and more especially the futwre, renders it 
certain that the futwre Messianic wf is here meant ; in which, as the oppo- 
site of the @évaroc, the pardoned and justified shall have the joint-dominion 
of the new world (viii. 21), the xAnpovouia and its dééa (viii. 17), under Christ 
the Head (1 Cor. iv. 8, vi. 2; 2 Tim. ii. 12), in whose final manifestation 
their life shall be gloriously manifested (Col. iii. 3 f.) Observe, further, 
that in the apodosis Paul does not say 7 Cw# Baoideboe: ext trove . . . . AauBa- 
vovrac in accordance with the protasis, but appropriately, and in harmony 
with the active nature of the relation, 7.¢e. of the future glorious liberty of 
the children of God, places the subjects actively in the foreground, and 
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affirms of them the reigning im life. — The ’Iyjoov Xpioroi is added as if in 
triumph, in contradistinction to the unnamed but well-known ¢ic, who occa- 
sioned the dominion of death. Finally, we should not fail to notice how in 
this passage the glance proceeds from the status gratiae (AauBdvortec) back- 
ward to the status trae (éBaciAevoe), and forward to the status gloriae (BaoiA- 
evoovet). 

Ver. 18 f. Summary recapitulation of the whole parallel treated of from 
ver. 12 onwards, so that the elements of likeness and unlikeness contained 
in it are now comprehended in one utterance. vAAoyiferar évtavOa Td Trav, 
Theodore of Mopsuestia. The emergence of the dpa oiy now ushering in the 
conclusion, as well as the corresponding relation of the contents of ver. 18 f. 
to the indication given by d¢ éore rimog tov wéAAovtog in ver. 14, carries us 
back to ver. 12; not merely to ver. 16 f. (de Wette, Fritzsche) ; or merely 
to vv. 15-17 (Hofmann, Dietzsch). The right view is taken by Philippi, 
Ewald, Holsten. — dpa otv] conclusive : accordingly then,’ in very frequent 
use by the Apostle (vii. 3, 25, viii. 12, ix. 16, 18, xiv. 12, 19; Gal. vi. 10; 
Eph. ii. 19e¢ al.), and that, contrary to the classical usage,’ at the beginning 
of the sentence. For the necessary (contrary to Mehring’s view) completion 
of the two sentences, which are in the sharpest and briefest manner com- 
pressed as it were into a mere exclamation (Ewald), it is sufficient simply 
to supply : res cessit, it has come, aréBy (Winer, p. 546 [E. T. 587]), or éyévero 
(Grotius). See Buttmann’s neut. Gr. p. 338 [E. T. 394]. As it therefore has 
come to a sentence of condemnation for all men through One trespass, so also ut 
has come to justification of life (which has for its consequence the possession 
of the future Messianic life, comp. ver. 21; John v. 28, 29) for all men 
through One justifying judgment. The supplying of 16 xpiua éyévero to the 
first, and rd ydépioua éyévero to the second half (so Fritzsche and Riickert), 
considering the opposite sense of the two subjects, renders the very com- 
pressed discourse somewhat singular.— d’ évd¢ dux.] through one judicial 
verdict (see on vv. 16, 19), namely, that which was pronounced by God on 
account of the obedience of Christ rendered through His death. In strict 
logic indeed the dicaioza, which is properly the antithesis of cardxpcwa (as in 
ver. 16), should not be opposed to rapdrrwya ; but this incongruity of a 
lively interchange of conceptions is not un-Pauline (comp. ver. 15). And 
it is thoroughly unwarranted to assign to dckaiwua here also, as in ver. 16, 
significations which it has not ; such as actual status of being righteous (Hof- 
mann, Stélting), fulfilment of right (Philippi, Mangold), making amends 
(Rothe), righteous deed (Holsten), righteous life-condition of Christ (Dietzsch), 
with which a new humanity begins, act of justification (Tholuck), virtuous- 
ness (Baumgarten-Crusius), obedience (de Wette), and the like—definitions, 
in which for the most part regard is had to the act of the death of Jesus 
partly with and partly without the addition of the obedientia activa (comp. 
also Klépper), while Fritzsche explains it of the incarnation and humilia- 


1"Apa, ‘tad internam potius causam cy; Baeumlein, p. 35; comp. Kiihner, II. 
spectat,” otv, ‘‘magis ad externam,” p. 857. 
Klotz, ad Devar. p.717. Comp. p. 173. The 2 Herm. ad Antig. 628, ad Viger. p. 823. 
dpa serves specifically for dialectic accura- 
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tion of Christ (Phil. ii. 5, 8) as His recte factum. Ewald interprets rightly : 
‘‘through One righteous sentence ;” so also van Hengel and Umbreit. 
This alone is permitted by ver. 16. It is the One declaration of what is now 
of right, that is, the judicial verdict of the being reconciled, which took place 
on the part of God, on the ground of Christ’s sacrificial death—the conse- 
quence therefore, of His txaxog rendered in death—and which so far may 
appear as the antithesis to the fall of Adam with the same right as in ver. 
15 the grace and gift were adduced as the contrast to that fall. To take 
the évd¢ as masculine (Vulgate, Theodoret, Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, 
Calvin, and many others, including Tholuck, Fritzsche, Nielsen, Picard, 
Klépper, Philippi, and Hofmann), is, seeing that no article is annexed, 
unwarranted according to the analogy of the immediate context, vv. 17, 19 ; 
or Paul would have only expressed himself in a way liable to be misunder- 
stood (how differently in ver. 16 !). Equally unwarranted is it to conceive 
the verb to be supplied in the apodosis as in the future (Philippi, Dietzsch). 
The judicial verdict is given and has redounded once and for ever to justifi- 
cation of eternal life for all ; that is the great historical fact of salvation, 
_ which Paul has in view and sets forth as a concrete event (not under the 
point of view of a timeless abstraction, as Rothe thought) without con- 
sidering how far it is now or in the future appropriated through faith by 
the subjects.—In both halves of the verse ravte¢ dvOpwror is simply all men, 
as in ver. 12. At the same time it must be noted that in the second half 
the relation is conceived in its objectivity. On the part of God it has come 
to justification for all ; thus the case stands objectively ; the subjective attain- 
ment of this universal justification, the realization of it for the individuals, 
depends upon whether the latter believingly apprehend the d:xcaiwua for their 
own subjective d:caiworc, or unbelievingly reject it. This dependence on a 
subjective condition, however, did not belong to the scope of our passage, 
in which the only object was to set forth the all-embracing blessed objec- 
tive consequence of the éy dckaiwza, in contrast to the all-destructive 
objective consequence of the év rapdéxrwua. Hence just as little can any- 
thing be deduced from our passage as from xi. 32 in favour of a final 
aroxatdoraog. The distinction imported by Hofmann and Lechler: that 
wdvrec avOpwrot means all without distinction, and rdvtec¢ oi avOpwro, on the 
other hand, all without exception, the sum total of mankind, is purely 
fanciful ; révre¢ means omnes, nemine excepto, dike whether the substantive 
belonging to it, in accordance with the connection, has or has not the 
article (‘‘articulus, cum sensus fert additus vel omissus, discrimen sen- 
tentiae non facit,” Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 519). Only when the article 
stands before ravtec (consequently oi rdvrec av.) does the distinction emerge, 
that we have to think of ‘‘cunctos sive universos, i.e. singulos in unum 
corpus colligatos’” (Ellendt, p. 521) ; comp. Kriiger, § 50, 11, 12 ; Kiihner, 
II. 1, p. 545. 

Ver. 19. This final sentence, assigning a reason, now formally by the 
recurrence of the éorep points back to ver. 12, with which the whole chain 
of discourse that here runs to an end had begun. [See Note LX. p. 226.] 
But that which is to be established by ydp is not the how of the parallel com- 
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parison, which is set forth repeatedly with clearness (in opposition to 
Rothe), but the blissful conclusion of that comparison in ver. 18: ¢ic 
dtxaiworv Cwpc, upon which what is now expressed in ver. 19 impresses the 
seal of certainty. Dietzsch thinks that the purport, which is kept general, 
of ver. 18 is now to be established from the personal life. But the right 
interpretation of dixaiwua and of dixacor Kataotabyoovra, is opposed to this 
view. —duaprwiot kareotd0. of roddoi] [See Note LXI. p. 227.] The many 
were set down as sinners ; for according to ver. 12 ff. they were indeed, 
through the disobedience of Adam, put actually into the category of sinners, 
because, namely, they sinned in and with the fall of Adam. Thus through 
the disobedience of the one man, because all had part in it, has the position of 
all become that of sinners. The consequence of this, that they were subjected 
to punishment (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact and others), were 
treated as sinners (Grotius, Flatt, Béhme, Krehl and others), and the like, is 
not here expressly included, but after the foregoing is obvious of itself. 
Fritzsche (comp. Koppe and Reiche) has : through their death they ap- 
peared as sinners." On the one hand this gratuitously imports something 
(through their death), and on the other it does violence to the expression 
xareoTa)., which denotes the real putting into the position of sinners, where- 
by they de facto came to stand as sinners,? peccatores constituti sunt (James 
iv. 4 ; 2 Pet. i. 8; Heb. v. 1, viii. 3 ; 2 Macc. xv. 2 ; S.Mace. 1, 7s Plat: 
Rep. p. 564 A ; Conv. p. 222 B ; examples from Xenophon in Sturz, II. p. 
610), as is required by the ruling normal clause 24 6 révrec juaprov in ver. 12. 
The Apostle might have written éyev#Oycav (as Dietzsch explains the xareor.), 
but he has already in view the antithesis dikaco: kataor., and expresses himself 
in conformity to it : hence also he does not put révrec (which might have 
stood in the first clause), but oi roAdot. — did ixaxoge] through obedience. The 
death of Jesus was kav’ éfox4v His obedience to the will of the Father, Phil. 
ii, 8; Heb. v. 8. But this designation is selected as the antithesis to the 
mapaxo# Of Adam, and all the more certainly therefore it does not here mean 
‘‘the collective life-obedience” (Lechler, comp. Hofmann, Dietzsch and 
others), but must be understood as the deed of atonement willed by God 
(ver. 8 ff.), to which we owe justification, and the ethical premiss of which 
on Christ’s side is righteousness of life, although Hofmann improperly 
rejects this view as a groundless fancy.—dixator kataotabjoovra| shall be placed 
in the category of righteous, The future refers to the future revelation of 


1 So also Julius Miiller, ». @. Siinde, II. p. 
485, ed. 5, evading the literal sense: ‘‘the 
many have become declared (as it were 
before the divine judgment-seat) as sinners 
through the disobedience of the one man 
(as the determining initial point of sinful 
development), by the fact, that they have 
been subjected to death.” See on the 
other hand Hofmann, who properly urges 
that they did not become sinners only 
along with their dying, but immediately 
through Adam’s disobedience. But the 
how of their doing so is in fact just the é¢’ 


@ wavtes Huaptov, according to our concep- 
tion of these words. 

2 Dietzsch should not have raised the ob- 
jection that it ought to have been eis 
a&mapTwAovs, OF év duaptwaAois, See generally 
Kiihner, IT. 1, p. 274. 

3 Corresponding to the BactAevoovor in 
ver. 17, and hence not to be explained in a 
mere general way of the certain expecta- 
tation or conviction (Mehring), as Hof- 
mann also takes it in the sense of méAAee 
Aoyigeodar, iv. 24. Comp. on the other 
hand ii. 13, 16; and see on Gal. vy. 5. 
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glory after the resurrection (Reiche, Fritzsche, Klépper) ; not to the fact 
that the multitude of believers is conceived of as not yet completed, and 
consequently the justifying of them is chiefly regarded as a succession of | 
cases to come (comp. iii. 20, 30). The how of the dixavoc xatacraf. cannot be 
found in an actual becoming righteous, as result of the divine work of grace, 
at the close of the saving process (Dietzsch), which would offend against the 
whole context since ver. 12, and anticipate the contents of ch. vi. In truth 
the mode which Paul had in view is beyond doubt, after the development 
of the doctrine of justification in chs. iii. iv. God has forgiven believers 
on account of the death of Christ, and counted their faith as righteousness, 
Thus the obedience of the One has caused that at the judgment the roAAoi 
shall by God’s sentence enter into the category of the righteous,’ as the dis- 
obedience of the One had caused the 7o0/A0i to enter the opposite. In both 
cases the causa meritoria is the objective act of the two heads of the race 
(the sin of Adam—the death of Christ), to whom belong the 7oAAoi on both 
sides ; while the subjective mediating cause is the individual relation to those 
acts (communion in Adam’s fall—faith). It is a mistake therefore to quote 
this passage against the Protestant doctrine of justification (Reithmayr and 
Bisping), as if the making righteous were designated as sanctification. 
But we are not entitled to carry the comparison between Adam and Christ 
further than Paul himself has done. 

Vv. 20, 21. The comparison between Adam and Christ is closed. But 
in the middle between the two stood the law! [See Note LXII. p. 227.] 
How therefore could Paul leave unnoticed the relation of the law to both, 
the relation of this essential intervening element in the divine plan of sal- 
vation, the continuity of which was not to be hindered by the law, but, on 
the contrary, advanced to its blissful goal? The mention of it presented 
itself necessarily to him, especially after the utterance already contained in 
ver. 13, even without our thinking of an opponent’s objection,’ or, at least, of 
persons who fancied that they must themselves furnish something in order 
to secure for themselves eternal life (Hofmann) ; but it cannot be regarded 
as the proper goal of the entire discussion (Th. Schott), which would not at 
all correspond to so succinct an indication. — rapeco7AGev] there came in 
alongside (of the dwapria, which had already come in, ver. 12) into the 
world. The notion of secrecy (Vulgate : subintravit, comp. Erasmus, 
Annot., Send.) is not implied in rapé in itself, but would require to be sug- 
gested by the contezt, as in Gal. ii. 4; Pol. i. 7, 3; i. 8, 4; ii. 55, 3 (where 
240pa stands along with it); comp. rapewdyo, tapeiodiw, Tapevogépw k.T.A., 
which likewise receive the idea of secrecy only from the context. But this 


1 Consequently not through any internal 
communication or infusion of the moral 
quality of righteousness ; comp. Ddollinger, 
. Christenthum u. K. p. 200 f. 190, ed. 2. See 


on the other hand Késtlin in the Jahrb. f. . 


D. Theol. 1856, p. 95. Dé6llinger erroneously 
explains xatacradjo.: ‘ established in right- 
eousness,”” 

2So even Cyril and Grotius ; compare 


Mangold. The latter finds here a proof of 
the preponderantly Jewish-Christian char- 
acter of the readers. But with as little 
right as it might be found in Gal. iii. 

3See Vigerus, ed. Herm. p. 651; and van 
Hengel in loc. Comp. Philo in Loesner, p. 
252, especially de temul. p. 268 C, where 
mapeoeAdvety eaoa means juxta se intrare 
sinens. On the idea comp. Gal. iii. 19. 
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is not at all the case here, because this idea would be at variance with the 
solemn giving of the law (Gal. iii. 19 ; Acts vii. 53), and the reverence of 
the Apostle for it (Rom. vii. 12 ff.). Reiche, Rothe, Tholuck, Riickert, and 
Philippi import the idea that the law is designated as an accessory insti- 
tution, or its coming in as of subordinate importance in comparison with 
that of sin (Hofmann), as an element not making an epoch (Weiss, Dietzsch), 
It was not such, Gal. iv. 24, nor is this sense implied in the word itself. 
Linguistically incorrect (for rapecoépy. does not mean coming in between, 
but coming in alongside) is the view of others: that it came in the middle 
between Adam (according to Theodoret and Reithmayr, Abraham) and 
Christ (Calvin, Grotius, Estius, Baumgarten-Crusius, Usteri, Ewald, Bis- 
ping, and others). Nor does rapeco#AHev mean: it came in in opposition 
thereto, i.e. in opposition to sin (Mehring). Such a reference must nec- 
essarily have been implied, as in Gal. ii. 4, in the context, but would be out 
of place here on account of the following iva x.t.4., which Mehring inap- 
propriately takes as painful irony. Finally that rapa means obiter, ad tem- 
pus (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Cornelius 2 Lapide) isa pure fancy. — iva 
mAeovacy To wapdrt.| in order that the transgression might be increased. [See 
Note LXIII. p. 227.] The rapézrwua can only be intended in the sense in 
which the reader must have understood it in virtue of the preceding text, 
ver. 5 ff., therefore of the Adamite transgression. This was the concrete 
destructive evil, which existed in the world as the beginning of sin and the 
cause of universal death. By the law, however, it was not to be abolished 
or annulled, but on the contrary (observe the prefixing of rieovdoy) it was 
to be increased, z.e. to obtain accession in more and more raparrépyan. If 
therefore 7d rapdrrwpa is not to be taken collectively (Fritzsche, de Wette, 
van Hengel, and others) just as little is iva rAeovdcy to be rationalized so 
that it may be interpreted logice, of greater acknowledgment of sin (Grotius, 
Wolf, Nielsen, Baur), or of the consciousness of sin (J. Miiller), since the 
corresponding teperepioc. cannot be so taken ; nor so, that iva is to be ex- 
plained as ecbatic (Chrysostom, and several Fathers quoted by Suicer, Thes. 
I. p. 1454, Koppe, Reiche), which is never correct, and is not justified by 
the groundless fear of a blasphemons and un-Pauline idea (Reiche). Comp. 
Gal. iii. 19 ; 1 Cor. xv. 56 ; and generally oni. 24. Augustine (in Ps. cii. 
c. 15) rightly says by way of describing the itervening aim referred to: 
‘non crudeliter hoc fecit Deus, sed consilio medicinae;... . augetur 
morbus, crescit malitia, quaeritur medicus et totum sanatur.” — rapaértopa 
and duaptia are not certainly distinguished as Tittmann, Synon. p. 47, de- 
fines ; nor yet, as Reiche thinks, simply thus, that both words indicate the 
same idea only under different figures (this would be true of rapazrwya and 
audptnua) ; but in this way, that 1rd rapdrreya invariably indicates only the 
concrete sin, the sinful deed ; while 7 duapria may have as well the concrete 
(as always when it stands in the plural, comp. on Eph. ii. 1) as the abstract 
sense. It has the latter sense in our passage, apd it appears purposely 
chosen. For if the Adamite transgression, which was present in the world 
of men as a fact and with its baneful effect, received accession through the 
law, so that this evil: actually existing in humanity since the fall increased, 
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the sum total of sin in abstracto, which was among men, was thereby en- 
larged ; the dominion of sin became greater, both extensively and intensively 
(comp. Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl. p. 73). Therefore the discourse pregresses 
thus : ov dé érAedvacev 7 duapria, and then éBacia. 4 duaptia. —ov] where, local, 
of the domain, where etc. This jield is generally the world of men, in which, 
however, the increase in sin here meant came from the people of the law, from 
Israel ; but without the sphere of the oi being limited to the latter, since 
immediately, in ver. 21, he brings forward the universal point of view as it 
prevails throughout the section (in opposition to Hofmann). The temporat 
rendering : when (Grotius, de Wette, Fritzsche, Stélting) is likewise lin- 
guistically correct (time being represented wnder the aspect of space, comp. 
ag’ ov and the like), but less in harmony with the analogous passages, iv. 
15 ; 2 Cor. ii. 17 (ob . . . . éxei). — breperepion.] it became over-great, supra 
modum redundavit. The ériedvacev had to be surpassed. Comp. 2 Cor. 
vii. 4; 1 Tim. i. 14; Mark vii. 37; 2 Thess. i. 3. But that it had sur- 
passed ztself (Hofmann), is a definite reference gratuitously introduced. 
The two correlative verbs are related simply as comparative and superlative. 
— iva oorep k.t.4.] in order that, just as (formerly) sin reigned in virtue of 
death, so also (divine) grace should reign by means of righteousness unto eternal 
life through Jesus Christ our Lord. This is the whole blessed aim of the 
breperepion. 4 xapic. Rothe incorrectly desires to treat ot d? . . . . ydpic as 
a parenthesis. This proposition is in fact so essential, that it is the nec- 
essary premiss for the opening up of that most blessed prospect. See more- 
over Dietzsch. —év 16 Oavdtw] not unto death (Luther, Beza, Calvin, and 
many others), nor yet in death as the sphere of its rule (Tholuck, Philippi), 
but ¢nstrumentally, corresponding to the antithesis did dexacoobvyc ei¢ Conv 
aimviov (which belong together). Sin has brought death into the world 
with it, and subjected all to death (ver. 12), é¢’ @ mavrec juaprov ; thus sin 
exercised its dominion in virtue of death. This dominion however has 
given way to the dominion of grace, whose rule does not indeed 
abolish death, which having once entered into the world with sin has 
become the common lot of all, in itself, but accomplishes its object all the 
more blissfully, in that it confers a righteousness redounding to everlasting 
life." And grace exercises this bliss-bringing rule through the merit of its 
personal Mediator (xpéfevoc, Chrysostom) Christ, who has earned it for men 
through His expiatory death. The full triumphant conclusion, dia ’Inooi 
Xpiotov tov Kupiov yudv (comp. Vil. 25; 1 Cor. xv. 57 al.) belongs to the 
entire thought 7 ydpic Baowdeton .-. . . ¢. aidviov, upon which it impresses 
the seal. Here, also, the dixacoctvy is the righteousness of faith (not of life). 


Norres spy American Eprror. 


XLIX. Ver. 1. Zyouev. 


The textual question of this verse is one of extreme difficulty. That the 
weight of external authority is in favor of éywuev cannot be doubted. But it is 


1The pregnant sense, which Hofmann, seeks to apply analogically here also (comp. 
on ver. 14, attributes to the Baowevew, and  Dietzsch), is here least of all appropriate. 
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equally beyond doubt that the internal argumeat points toward the indicative. 
The remark of Godet is justified by an examination of what the advocates of 
the other reading have brought forward in its support: ‘‘ No exegete has been 
able satisfactorily to account for this imperative suddenly occurring in the 
midst of a didactic development.’’ The Apostle seems clearly, in these verses, 
to be presenting the blessed consequences of the doctrine which he has estab- 
lished by argument. That, in such a presentation, he should state the first of 
these consequences (or, indeed, the second and third also), only in the form of 
an exhortation to lay hold upon it, is, though not impossible, contrary to all 
probability. 
L. Ver. 2. kai xavydpuefa, 


xai, as Meyer holds, is to be connected with éyouev of ver.1. There are three 
consequences of justification by faith, which the Apostle mentions in the first 
half of the chapter (1-i1): peace with God, joy in hope of the future glory, 
and joy in present tribulations, These are the main points of the section, and 
are set forth in co-ordinate sentences. The other parts of the passage are subor- 
dinate: dv’ od... . éorjxapev of ver, 2 to the statement of ver. 1, and vv. 3b-11 to ver. 
3a. The cause or ground of the believer's rejoicing in tribulations is, that he 
knows that, in a certain way and by acertain process, they lead to the confirma- 
tion of his hope of the future. Tribulation works out the result for him of stead- 
fast endurance ; this, in its turn, the result of ‘‘triedness” [dox:u7 apparently 
does not mean probation (proving), as R. V., but approval, or the condition of one 
who, having been tested and tried, has stood the test and is approved] ; and this 
tested and approved character, again, naturally and necessarily strengthens hope 
—which hope is one that does not disappoint the man who has it. The founda- 
tion of the confidence that it will not prove disappointing is the greatness of the 
love of God. This greatness is exhibited and proved in vv. 6-8, and the conclu- 
sion resting upon it—that the Divine love will, beyond all doubting, bring to its 
end that which it has, by the provision of a reconciliation through Christ, so 
wonderfully begun—is declared and emphatically repeated in vy. 9-11. 


LI. Ver. 12. did rotro x.T.A. 


The second section of this chapter (12-19) presents another blessed conse- 
quence of the proof that justification is by faith: namely, that in this doc- 
trine we have a universal system of salvation—not limited to one nation as 
was the law, but open to all nations alike. In order to the setting forth of 
this universality in an impressive way, the parallelism with the case of Adam is 
introduced. As evil came from him, not to one section of mankind, but to all 
sections, so it is with the blessings from Christ. To Paul’s mind this univer- 
sality and ‘world-wide significance’ was the glory of Christianity. It was 
natural, therefore, that he should give it special prominence, and should pre- 
sent it to his readers, as he does in this long paragraph, as standing over 
against or equalling all the other and special results to which he had just 
referred. To suppose that he here turns to consider the subject of original 
sin, for the purpose of enunciating fully the true doctrine concerning it, is 
to misapprehend the writer’s design. It is also to suppose that from the out- 
break of the joyous feeling of a full heart, in the preceding verses, he suddenly 
turns to the darkest and saddest side of human history, and then, after writing 
a few statements respecting it, leaves it entirely, to discuss another and quite 
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different matter. We must believe that the introduction of Adam and his rela- 
tion to the world is altogether in the way of illustration, and is of secondary 
importance, as compared with the main object in view. This being the char- 
acter of the passage, we can readily see how the writer should have limited 
himself—as we find that he does—to the one point which he had in mind, 
and should not have cared to express himself, with definiteness or fulness, as 
to the entire doctrine of the relation of Adam’s sin to the condemnation of 
his posterity. That there is a consequential connection between that sin and 
the condemnation, it was necessary to his purpose to state. But it was by 
no means necessary to explain, in all its details, the mode of this connection, 


LIT. Ver. 12. ei¢ rdvrac avOpdrove. 


With reference to mdvrac, see note on page 76. The fact there mentioned re- 
specting the use of this word in the course of the argument (i. 18-iv. 25), ren- 
ders it altogether probable that ‘‘al]l men’’ here means all, without national lim- 
itations, rather than all without the exception of any single individual. <A 
writer is to be interpreted according to the thought which he is manifestly de- 
veloping. The thought of the Apostle, for the setting forth of which he wrote 
his Epistle, is that righteousness is by faith for every one, whether Jew or Gen- 
tile. This proposition he has proved, and he is now declaring, with joy, that 
its truth involves universality of blessing. What is this universality but that 
which includes Gentiles as well as Jews? 


LITT. Ver. 12. mdvre¢ juaprov. 


The aorist tense in this verb seems to require explanation.’ Neither here 
nor in iii, 23 and ii. 12, is it to be regarded as equivalent to the perfect or 
present. In this case it carries back the thought to the time of Adam’s sin. 
But in what sense all men are declared to have sinned when he did is not 
determined by the mere fact that the aorist is used. The writer may be intend- 
ing to state an actual participation in the first sin, or he may be expressing 
himself ina figurative or semi-figurative way. That the former of these sup- 
positions is not true is rendered probable by the acknowledged independence 
on the part of each man of the sins of hisancestors. All admit that a man isin 
no litera] sense, either physically or morally, one with his remotest forefather 
next this side of Adam. If no such union exists with the last but one in the 
ascending series, we naturally conclude that there is none with the last. 
This conclusion may not, indeed, be a necessary one. It isnot. But it is so 
probable, that it may set us on an inquiry as to whether some other explana- 
tion cannot be found, which will relieve us of this difficulty ; and, if such an 
explanation is discovered, it may give the weight of a strong presumption in its 
favor. The usage of Paul in employing the aorist, and the indications of the 
passage, point to the discovery. Of the view in question, Dr. Charles Hodge 
fitly says, ‘‘ Even on the extremest realistic assumption that humanity as such 
is an entity, the act of Adam was not the act of allmen. His sin was an in- 
telligent act of self-determination ; but an act of rational self-determination 
is a personal act. Unless, therefore, all men as persons existed in Adam, it is 
impossible that they acted his act. To say that a man acted thousands of 
years before his personality began does not rise even to the dignity of a con- 
tradiction : it has no meaning at all. It is a monstrous evil to make the Bible 
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contradict the common sense and common consciousness of men ” (Comm. p. 
236). The view adopted by Hodge himself, with others of similar theological 
opinions, gives to the verb the meaning ‘‘ were accounted as sinners ;’’ that is, 
all men were regarded and treated as sinners on account of Adam’s offence, 
although they, in no actual sense, participated in it. He was their represen- 
tative, and they are subjected to penal evils because their representative sinned. 
This explanation is not only exposed to the objection that it contravenes our 
ordinary ideas of justice—an objection which, if not absolutely fatal, at least 
throws a strong presumption against it, and impels us to search for some more 
reasonable account of the meaning—but is also inconsistent with the uni- 
versal sense of the verb [Gen. xliii. 9, xliv. 32; 1 Kings i. 21, the only pas- 
sages which are even claimed as exceptions, not being properly applicable 
to the case in hand], and is directly contradicted by what is said in vv. 18, 
19. Dr. Shedd, who favors the view of actual participation, says of this mode 
of interpreting the words, ‘‘The clause is introduced to justify the infliction 
of death upon all men. But it makes an infliction more inexplicable, rather 
than less so, to say that it is visited upon those who did not commit the sin 
that caused the death, but were fictitiously and gratuitously regarded as if 
they had.” (Comm. on Rom. p. 125.) The reader may be referred to the 
commentaries of these two writers, opposing each other, for a satisfactory 
refutation of the views of both. We are led, accordingly, by the failure of 
the literal explanation, to ask for another. And here we notice that Paul 
repeatedly uses the aorist tense in a semi-figurative or figurative sense, in cases 
analogous to the present. In the next chapter, vv. 4, 6, 8, he says that he and 
his Christian readers-were buried with Christ, that their old man was crucified 
with Him, that they died with Him. Gal. ii. 20, he declares that he had 
been crucified with Christ. In passages like these he does not mean that the 
Roman believer, who became a Christian perhaps many years after the death 
of Jestis, was actually put on the cross with Him and participated in His dy- 
ing. He means, simply, that by reason of his becoming a believer, and when- 
ever he does so, any person is, ipso facto, so closely united with Jesus that itis as 
if he had been actually placed upon His cross, In a similar sense, the posterity 
of Adam sinned in his sin. As their individual sins were, in some way, a 
consequence of his sinning, and his sin, thus, in some way set the course of 
things sin-ward, they are said—though having no actual share in the commit- 
ting of his act, and not born, even for many centuries after his time—to 
have sinned when he did. It is as if they had actually done so. That 
this mode of representing the matter was especially adapted to the case before 
us is clear from the fact that the object which the Apostle has in view is to 
compare Adam, and the results which flowed from his act, with Christ and 
those which are derivedfrom Him. Here, therefore—beyond most other places 
in his letters—the impulse to centralize all in the two, in this figurative way, 
must have affected him. The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews represents 
Levi as participating in Abraham’s payment of tithes to Melchizedek, since he 
was then in the loins of Abraham. Being a more careful writer, in such 
minor points, than Paul, and leaving less to be supplied by the reader's mind, 
he adds to his statement that the sharing of the descendant in his ancestor's 
act was only a ‘‘so to speak” sharing. The participation of Adam's descend- 
ants in the committing of Adam’s sin was, after a similar sort, a figurative 
- participation. 


224 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


LIV. Ver. 12. juaprov. 


So, likewise, Weiss ed. Mey., who properly says that the words cannot, unless 
arbitrarily, be understood of anything except the individual sins of individual 
men. Healso justly holdsthat, when interpreted in theright way, vv. 13, 14, 
which some commentators regard as favoring the other views, afford no such 
evidence as is claimed. In respect to the objection urged by Meyer (and by 
many writers who explain the verb here as referring to actual sinning in Adam, 
or as having the sense were regarded as sinners) against the reference to individual 
sins, that ‘‘all’’ includes the millions of children who have died without commit- 
ting actual sin (i.e.in infancy), Weiss says that this objection overlooks the 
fact that Paul enters upon this whole matter only in order to develop the anal- 
ogy between Adam and Christ by showing that sin and death come from the 
former, as righteousness and life from the latter. As certainly, therefore, as 
the Apostle has in mind only such as are capable of appropriating to them- 
selves the salvation which is provided, so certainly he is thinking only of those 
in whose case actual sinning can be predicated. To these suggestions might 
well have been added that the right understanding of the word all (see note 
viii.) as meaning all without national limitations, and not all without excep- 
tion of any individuals (even infants), deprives this objection of Meyer’s of all 
force. The Apostle had no thought of the ‘ millions of young children” in 
what he here says of Adam and Christ. 


LY. Ver. 13. dypi vduov. 


Weiss ed. Mey. holds that vdéuov of this verse means a law, but admits it to 
be evident that, in both instances of its occurrence, it designates not any law 
whatever (whether written or on the conscience), but one of the same char- 
acter with the Mosaic. He admits, also, that the period referred to is that 
which preceded the giving of the Mosaic law. The manifestly parallel expres- 
sion in ver. 14 (from Adam until Moses) makes this admission necessary, so far, 
at least, as the first instance is concerned. Not only this, it also shows that 
the probability is very strong against the view of Weiss, and in favor of under- 
standing by dype véuov until the law (i.e. of Moses). A similar strong probabil- 
ity in the case of 27) é6vTo¢ véuov is indicated by the contrast between ver. 13b and 
ver. 14. But whatever may be said as to the possibility that the second véuyov 
may mean any positive law, the connection of these verses and the Pauline 
usage everywhere renders it clear that it does not mean any law whatsoever— 
whether given by revelation or by the light of nature. 


LVI. Ver. 14. émi rode duaptnoavtag K.T.A. 


The view of Meyer is, that Paul had in his thought two classes of persons 
living between Adam and Moses—namely, those to whom positive divine com- 
mands were given, and those (the great majority indeed) to whom no such com- 
mandscame. The former class, in sinning, transgressed as Adam did; the 
latter did not sin in this way. Yet even over the latter death reigned. This 
view is a perfectly legitimate one, so far as the use of «ai is concerned ; but 
Weiss objects to it, with some reason, on the ground that the Apostle seems to 
characterize the entire ante-legal period as without positive law, and certainly 
the numbers who had such law were insignificant. The opinion that Paul re- 
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fers here to infants, which has been held by many in former times, is rightly 
rejected by almost all the best commentators of recent date (Meyer, de Wette, 
Tholuck, Philippi, Godet, Alford, Weiss, and others). That there is no such 
reference is manifest, (a) from the fact that the words are not adapted to de- 
scribe infants. If infants actually participated in Adam’s sin, or were one with 
him, they are not those who did not sin after the likeness of his trangression ; 
(b) from the fact that, as the infants of the time indicated, differed, as to the 
matter under consideration, in no respect from all other infants, there could be 
no occasion for designating them as a class of persons of that period especially ; 
(c)from the fact that the reasoning of the Apostle in these verses (13, 14) 
neither requires nor is strengthened by such a reference ; (d) from the fact that 
the contrast between rapdéfaci¢ and duaptia indicates an intention on the part 
of the writer, in saying that these persons did not sin in the way of transgres- 
sion, to convey the idea that they did actually sin in some other way. But 
this is not true of infants. The words refer either to all, or (as Meyer says) 
to some men who lived in the ante-legal period, and they describe them as sin- 
ning against the law of nature, and not, as Adam did, against a revealed com- 
mand of God. More probably the reference is to all in those ages of the world. 


LVII. Ver. 15. aad’ oby &¢ 76 mapadrrwua «.T.A, 


~That the Apostle turns aside, at this point, to introduce a parenthetical pas- 
sage, is evident. He takes up the thought of ver. 12 again in vv. 18, 19. The 
design of vv. 15-17 is to show that the correspondence between Adam and 
Christ is not complete in every sense. The statement that it is not thus com- 
plete is made in ver. 15 a, and repeated, in substance, in ver. 16a, The proof 
of its truth is contained in 15b and 16b. As the two verses are connected by 
xai, and as the language in the second clauses of the verses does not, necessarily 
or even probably, convey the same idea (as that of the first clauses does), we 
may hold that these second clauses are intended to indicate two points in 
which the exact correspondence fails. But, while we can proceed thus far 
with great confidence, the decision of the question as to what the two points 
are is a matter of much difficulty, and commentators have offered many expla- 
nations. The most satisfactory view is the following: that, in ver. 15, the 
difference in the character of the results is set forth—death in the one case, 
life in the other (cf. also ver. 17), and in ver. 16, the difference in the principles 
of the divine action, or, as it were, in the causes of the results—justice on the 
one hand, and superabounding mercy on the other. 


LVIII. Ver. 16. é« woAAdy rapantwpdror. 


These words have been erroneously translated by many writers, as if they 
followed d:xaiwpa, and the meaning were justification from many offences. The 
correspondence of the two clauses, on the other hand, clearly proves that they 
have the same relation to the thought which the words éé évé¢ have. As the 
latter expression qualifies the statement by pointing out the occasioning cause 
—the judgment (which might have been favorable or unfavorable), became as 
the result of one sin a condemnatory judgment ; so the former expression 
answers a similar purpose—the free gift (which might have been in one form 
or another), became, as the result of many offences, a gift of justification. The 
abounding of sins, which had put men beyond all possible hope of legal jus- 
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tification, was the occasioning cause of the introduction of the wonderful plan 
of forgiveness and salvation by faith, provided in Christ. 


LIX. Ver. 17. of tiv mepioceiav—AayuPavortec. 


That of AauBdvovrec means, not those who believingly accept, but simply the 
recipients—the idea being rather of the more passive, than the more active 
reception—is proved by the parallelism in the expressions of this verse with 
those of ver. 15. The parallelism seems to be complete, excepting that what 
is made the subject in the first of the clauses in ver. 15 becomes the object 
(i.e., as involved in the predicate) here, and the predicate of ver. 15 the sub- 
ject here ; and, in the second clauses, the opposite change takes place. oj 
mroAAol aréOavov thus answers to 6 Odvaroc éBaciAevoev 3 and so ei¢ trode roAAode 
érepiooevoev corresponds with of tiv mepiaceiav . . . AauBavovrec. The AauBaverv 
is that which is involved in the very fact of the repiocederv, and not that which 
consists in a subjective and willing acceptance. The persons designated by oi 
AauBdvovrec are the same with of woAdoi of vv. 15, 19, and the same with rartec 
dvOpwrot of ver. 18. The subject treated of in this chapter is, not the mode 
of appropriating the justification provided in Christ, or the acceptance of it 
by faith on the part of the individual, but the happy results which belong to 
it as a system, as contrasted with the legal system. 


LX. Ver. 19. dorep yap bia ti¢ mapaKone K.T.A. 


It is evident that ver. 19 (ydp) gives the ground and proof of the statement 
of ver. 18. Condemnation comes upon all men by means of one offence, 
because all men xareord$yoav duaptwaoi by means of the disobedience of the 
one. The verb xa@iordvac is used in only one other passage in the Pauline 
Epp. (Titus 1, 5), where it means to appoint to office. This is the common sig- 
nification of the word in the N. T. It is used in this sense, however, only in 
cases where the meaning is plainly indicated by the thought. Here this mean- 
ing is altogether inappropriate. [The suggestion that to appoint is equivalent, 
in such a case, to to regard (Hodge), involves the confounding of two different 
notions.] We are turned, therefore, to another signification of the word, of 
which we find instances both in the classics and in the N. T.—namely to make or 
render, in the active voice ; to become or be, in the passive (cf. James iii. 6, iv. 4 ; 
2 Pet. i. 8). This sense being given to the verb brings it into harmony with 
quaptov of ver. 12. The two verses, accordingly, declare that condemnation 
comes upon all by means of Adam’s sin, because all by means of his sin them- 
selves become sinners—the verbs being thrown into the past tense in the 
game manner, and for the same reason, as in ver. 12. - The declaration of the 
Apostle, accordingly, is that the sin of Adam is the occasioning cause of the 
death of all, because, and by means of the fact that it is the occasioning cause 
of their sinning. A consequential relation between his sin and their sins is thus 
declared. But even here, where the matter is presented more fully than in 
the earlier part of the passage, this relation is not explained with definiteness 
as to its precise character. . (See Note LI. above.) It will be noticed that the 
writer uses in every case (except ver. 16), either the instrumental dative or the 
instrumental preposition (dvd) ; thus showing that his idea was of an occasioning 
as distinguished from an efficient cause. é¢, which can signify the former, is mani- 
festly to be explained by dcd, which cannot signify the latter. 
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LXI. Ver. 19. of roAAoi. 


That of moAAoi and mdvre¢ are co-extensive in meaning is placed beyond 
doubt by vv. 18,19. The former expression only brings out more definitely 
the contrast with the one. That the two expressions, as used on the two sides 
of the comparison, are equally universal, is clear from the entire passage. The 
idea that the all on the one side are all who belong to Christ as his chosen and 
willing followers, while the all on the other are all the posterity of Adam— 
and thus, in the former case, a more limited number is spoken of than in the 
latter—is without foundation. 


LXII. Ver. 20. véuoc d2 maperopAbev. 


véuoc in this place, again, is made by Weiss ed. Mey. and others to mean 
a law, but yet one which corresponds in character with the Mosaic. The in- 
correctness of this view is indicated by two facts, which may be observed by 
the reader. (1) This verse is, in a sense, the foundation of the thought of the 
next two chapters. The Apostle, in the development of this thought, raises 
two questions, one in vi. 1, and the other in vii. 7. These two questions, as 
the language clearly indicates, are connected with and suggested by the words 
here employed : vi. 1, corresponding with the clause od . . . ydpic, and vii. 7 
with véuog . . . mapdntwua. In vii. 7 ff., however, the reference is confessedly 
to the Mosaic law (cf. also vii. 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, of the next preceding passage). 
(2) The passage (Gal. iii. 19), which is more strikingly similar to this verse 
than any other in the Pauline Epp., and in which, as it can scarcely be ques- 
tioned, the Apostle had in mind a thought answering to that here expressed, 
has 6 véuoc, and certainly refers to the law of Moses. It may also be added 
that the connection of this verse with vv. 13, 14, where the words ‘‘ until 
Moses” show what law was under consideration, confirms the argument 
founded upon these two facts. 


LXIII. Ver. 20. iva rAeovdoy 1d wapdérrwpa, 


The design or purpose here.referred to is not the primary or chief design. 
The lawgiver gives the law that it may be obeyed. But it is a design, i.e. an 
intervening (Meyer) or intermediate, secondary, one. The law in its actual re- 
sults was, as it were, taken up into the Divine providential plan or arrangement, 
and made an occasion for the abounding of grace in the opening of the new 
way to justification and life. 
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CHAPTER VI. 


Ver. 1. émiuévoper] approved by Mill, Griesb. and others; adopted by 
Lachm. Tisch. and Fritzsche. The Recepta is éximevoduev, contrary to decisive 
evidence (A B D E F G, min.) ; also contrary to K P 8, min., which have 
éxyuévouev. Brought into conformity with époduev. — Ver. 11. After pév Elz. 
has elvac against preponderating evidence. Supplementary addition, which is 
also variously placed. Notwithstanding Tisch. (8) has adopted it, but before 
vexpooc, following B C &*. — 76 kupig nuav also, which Elz. has after ’Ijcov, is, 
according to decisive testimony, not genuine (an ascetic addition). — Ver, 12. 
jnax. taic éx19. abtoi] so also Lachm, and Tisch. following A B C* 8, min., 
and most vss. and Fathers. DEF G Clar. Boern. Iren. Tert. Vict. tunun., 
have éraxovew airy. Preferred by Rinck, and adopted by Scholz and Fritzsche. 
The reading of Elz. : trax, airy év raic éx). abtod has least evidence. The 
most strongly attested tax. raic éni8. abrod appears to have been the original. 
From it the brax. abr@ arose through airy being marginally annexed to tai¢ 
ix. abr. as a gloss, to render it apparent, that in the case of the lusts of the 
body the dwapria (original sin) was to be understood. This gloss was adopted 
partly instead of 7. éxi). aitgd (so drak. ait arose) ; and partly along with rt. 
ixiO, abrod, which latter course occasioned a connecting év, and gave rise to 
the Recepta. — Ver. 15. duaptjoouev] A BC DE K LPR, min. and Clem. 
have duapthowuev. Recommended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm. Tisch. and 
Fritzsche, and rightly on account of the decisive evidence in its favour. — Ver. 
21. 7d yap réAoc] Lachm. reads 76 pév yap TéAoc in agreement with B D* EF G &* 
§ 73, Syr. p. Theodoret. Rightly: how easily might the pév solitarium be lost 
under the hands of unskilled copyists! Comp. Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 313 
[E. T. p. 365.] 


Chs. vi.-viii. Moral results from the dixatoobvyn Oeov." Chapter vi. shows 
how it, so far from furthering immorality, on the contrary excludes the lat- 
ter from the Christian state, and for the first time rightly establishes, pro- 
motes, and quickens true morality. Chap. vii. shows the same in relation 
to the law ; and ch. viii. sets forth the blessed condition of those who as 
justified are morally free. [See Note LXIV. p. 252. ] 

Ch. vi. 1-14. Continuance in sin in order that grace may abound—that is a 
thing utterly opposed to the fellowship with Christ, into which we are brought by 
baptism ;» for we are thereby rendered dead unto sin, and translated into a new 


1Thus Paul certainly passes over from 
the field of the gaining salvation to that of 
its moral preservation; but not, as Th. 
Schott thinks, with a view to show the non- 
necessity of the taw for the latter and so to 
justify his acting as Apostle to the Gentiles. 
In ch. vi. the law in fact is mentioned not 


as unnecessary, but as the contrast to the 
state of grace (ver. 14 f.); and ch. vii. is oc- 
cupied with something far loftier than its 
non-necessity. Of the justification of his 
apostolic working among the Gentiles, and 
of its bearing on the law, the Apostle says 
nothing. 
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moral life. Correspond therefore (vv. 12-14) to this new relation (your ideal, 
ver. 14) by your conduct. 

Ver. 1. Oiv] In consequence of what is contained in v. 20, 21. — With 
éxiuévouev k.T.A. Only Paul proposes to himself, as a possible inference from 
what he had just said ‘‘de pleonasmo gratiae” (Bengel), the problem, whose 
solution in the negative was now to be his further theme—a theme in itself 
of so decisive an importance, that it does not require the assumption of a Jew- 
ish- Christian church (Mangold) to make it intelligible. On the introduction 
in interrogative form by ti obv époiuev, comp. Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 346 
(ré obv gnut deiv 3). As however the ‘‘ what shall we say then ?” inquires after 
a maavim in some sort of way to be inferred, the deliberative ‘‘ shall we con- 
tinue ete. 2?” could at once follow directly, without any need for supplying 
before it a repeated épovuev, or py épovpev Srv, and for taking émiévopev in a 
hortatory sense (van Hengel, Hofmann). — éripévewy rq duapt., to continue in 
sin, not to cease from it. Comp. xi. 22 f.; Col. i. 23; 1 Tim. iv. 16 ; Acts 
xiii. 48 ; Xen. Hell. iii. 4, 6; Oec. 14, 7: émipéverv TO py adexeiv. 

Ver. 2. My yévocro| Let it not be (see on iii. 4), namely, that we continue in 
sin. —oirivec] as those who, contains the reason (of the rg ére «.7.4.). See 
oni. 25. The relative clause is put first with rhetorical emphasis, in order 
at once to make the absurdity of the maxim plainly apparent.*— are@ay, rt. 
duapt.]. [See Note LXV. p. 252.] The dying to sin, which took place by 
baptism (see ver. 3), is the abandonment of all life-communion with it experi- 
enced in himself by the convert (Col. ii. 20; Gal. ii. 19, vi. 14; 1 Pet. ii. 
24). Comp. Theodoret : 7pv7Onc, gnoi, tHv auaptiav Kat veKpo¢g adiTh yéyovac. 
This moral change, which has taken place in him, has put an end to the de- 
termining influence of sin over him ; in relation to it he has ceased to be still 
in life. Similar is the Platonic conception in Macrob. Somn. Scip. i. 18 : 
‘mori etiam dicitur, cum anima adhuc in corpore constituta corporeas ille- 
cebras philosophia docente contemnit et cupiditatum dulces insidias reli- 
quasque omnes exuit passiones.” Michaelis, Cramer, Storr, Flatt, Nitzsch 
(de diser. revelat. etc. II. p. 233) take the sense to be : we who on account of 
sin have died (with Christ), i.e. who have to regard ourselves as if, on ac- 
count of sin (or Nitzsch : ‘‘ad eripiendam peccati vim mortiferam”), we 
had ourselves endured what Christ suffered. But in this view the main 
point ‘ith Ohrist” is arbitrarily imported ; and see ver. 11. — ré¢] denotes 
the possibility which is negatived by the question. The having died to sin, 
and the living in it (as the life-element, comp. Gal. ii. 20), are mutually ex- 
clusive. — Cfcouev] purely future. How is it possible that we shall be living 
in it (in its fellowship) still (gr), namely, at any future time whatever 
after the occurrence of that are#évouev ? The very weakly attested reading 
preferred by Hofmann, ¢jowuev, is only a case of mechanical conformity with 
érimévopev in ver. 1. 

Ver. 3. "H] or, if this (ver. 2) should still appear doubtful. 2 Comp. vii. 1. 
—dyvocire] presupposes an acquaintance with the moral nature of baptism ; 


1 Comp. Kiihner, IT. 5, p. 1104; Rerebaruy, 2 See Hartung, Partikell. Il. p. 61; Baeum- 
p. 299. lein, Partik. p. 182. 
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it must in fact have been an experimental acquaintance. ‘With this 
knowledge, how absurd would be that Cjoowev év ait# ! Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 2. 
— bc] all we who, not stronger than oiriwec, but put differently ; not char- 
acterizing, but designating the whole collectively. —iBarrioOnuev eic X. "I. ele 
Tov Adv x.7.A.] we, who were baptized in reference to Christ Jesus? (we who 
through baptism became those specifically belonging to Him), were baptized 
in reference to His death ; 1.e. we were brought through our baptism into the 
feilowship of His death ; so that we have a real share ethically in His death, 
through the cessation of all our life for sin. Theodore of Mopsuestia : rd 
Barrioua Kowvwvords tovet Tov Bavdrov tov Xpiorov. Ambrosiaster : ‘‘cum bap- 
tizamur, commorimur Christo ;” Bengel : ‘‘perinde est, ac si eo momento 
Christus pro tali. homine, et talis homo pro Christo pateretur, moreretur, 
sepeliretur.” This interpretation, namely of the spiritual fellowship produc- 
ed through baptism (prepared for by the repentance and rior that preceded 
baptism, accomplished by the baptism itself, Gal. iii. 27 ; Col. ii. 11 f. ; Tit. iii. 
5), is required by the context in ver. 2 (ameOévouev), ver. 4 (ovverdégnuev) and ver. 
df. Itis therefore not the idea of imitation (Reiche, Kéllner, following Grotius 
and others), but that of the dying along with (ovoravpoicba, ver. 6 ; Gal. ii. 
20 ; comp. 2 Cor. v. 14) unto which, i.e. in order to the accomplishment of 
which in us, we were baptized. The efficient cause of this fellowship of 
death is the divine grace, which forgives sin and grants the Holy Spirit to 
him who becomes baptized ; the means of this grace is baptism itself ; the 
appropriating cause is faith, and the causa meritoria the death of Christ.? 
Observe here also, however, that the spheres of justification and sanctification 
are not intermixed. The justified person becomes sanctified, not the converse. 
In baptism man receives forgiveness of sins through faith (comp. Acts ii. 38, 
xxii. 16); justified by which he also becomes partaker of the virtue of the 
Holy Spirit in the sacrament unto new life (Tit. iii. 5). ‘‘ Liberationem a 
reatu peccati vel justificationem consequitur liberatio a dominio peccati, ut 
justificati non vivant peccato, sed peccato mortui Domino,” Calovius. Com- 
pare aredotvoaobe, yyidobnte 1 Cor. vi. 11, and the remarks thereon. The Jat- 
ter is the fellowship in dying and living with Christ, which is accomplished 


1 Bantigew eis never means anything else 
than to baptize in reference to, in respect to ; 
and the more special definitions of its im- 
port are furnished simply by the context. 
Comp. on Matt. xxviii. 19; 1 Cor. x. 2; Gal. 
iii. 27.—On eis X. "Incodv comp. Acts ii. 38, 
viii. 16, xix. 5. Undoubtedly the name 
** Jesus” was named in baptizing. But the 
conception of becoming immersed into Christ 
(in Riickert and others, and again in Weiss, 
bibl. Theol. p. 343) is to be set aside, and is 
not to be supported by the figurative ex- 
pression in Gal. iii. 27. The mystic char- 
acter of our passage is not produced by so 
Vague a sensuous conception,—which more- 
over has all the passages against it in which 
Banrigev is coupled with évoua (Matt. 
Xxviii. 19; Acts ii. 88, x. 48, xix. 5; 1 Cor. i. 


13)—but is based simply on the ethical con- 
sciousness of that intimate appertaining to 
Christ, into which baptism translates its re- 
cipients. 

2? Namely as the atoning death (v. 6, 19, 21), 
the appropriation of which shall be at- 
tended with the saving effect of a new life 
belonging to Him, 2 Cor. v. 14, 15. If this 
death thus becomes “‘ the end, once for all ex- 
istent, of the relation of the world to God as 
determined by sin’? (Hofmann), that is the 
divinely willed ethical result, which faith ob- 
tains from the ‘iAagrypiov, inasmuch as the 
believer realizes his being dead to the 
power of sin with Christ, who in His expia- 
tory death underwent the killing power of 
sin and therewith died to that power (vv. 
9,10). Comp. ver. 10 f. : 
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in baptism by the operation of the Spirit ; see on Gal. iii. 27+ 1 Cor. xii. 
13 ; Acts xix. 2 f.; Weiss, ddl. Theol. p. 845 f. But it is of course obvious 
that the idea of the baptism of children was wholly foreign to this view of 
the Apostle based on experience. 

Ver. 4. An inference from ver. 3, by which the impossibility indicated in 
ver. 2 is now made completely evident. — Buried with Him therefore (not 
merely dead with Him, but, as the dead Christ was buried in order to rise 
again, buried with Him also) were we, in that we were baptized into His death. 
[See Note LXVI. p. 252.] The recipient of baptism, who by his baptism 
enters into the fellowship of death with Christ, is necessarily also in the act 
of baptism ethically buried with Him (1 Cor. xv. 4),. because after baptism 
he is spiritually risen with Him. In reality this burial with Him is not a 
moral fact distinct from the having died with Him, as actual burial is dis- 
tinct from actual dying ; but it sets forth the fulness and completeness of 
the relation, of which the recipient, in accordance with the form of baptism, 
so far as the latter takes place through xarddvoig and dvddvore (see Suicer, 
Thes.), becomes conscious successively. The recipient—thus has Paul figura- 
tively represented the process—is conscious, (a) in the baptism generally : 
now am I entering into fellowship with the death of Christ, cig rdv Oévarov 
avtov Barrifouar ; (6) in the immersion in particular: now am I becoming 
buried with Christ ; (c) and then, in the emergence : now I rise to the new 
life with Christ. Coup, on Col. ii. 12. — cic rév Oavaror] is necessarily, after 
ver. 3, to be joined with dca rov Barriou., in which case, since one can say 
Barrileoba cic 71, the connecting article was not required (comp. on Gal. iii. 
26 ; Eph. iii. 13) ; consequently : through baptism unto death. It isnot how- 
ever specially the death of Christ that is again meant, as if airé were again an- 
nexed ; but the description is generalized, agreeably to the context, in a way 
that sould not be misunderstood. Whosoever, namely, as Paul has just set 
forth in ver. 3, has been baptized unto the death of Christ, has in fact thereby 
received baptism unto death ; i.e. sucha baptism that, taken away by it from 
his previous vital activity, he has become one belonging to death, one who 
has fallen under its sway. This however is just that relation of moral death, 
which, in the concrete, is the fellowship of the death of Christ. The con- 
nection with ovverdg., in which eic¢ r. Odvarov is sometimes referred to the 
death of Christ (Grotius, Baumgarten-Crusius), and sometimes to the death 
of sin (Calovius, Wolf, Winzer, Progr. 1831), is erroneous, for this reason, 
that whosoever is buried does not come into death, but is in it already ; and 
hence ‘‘ The becoming buried into death” would yield quite an incongruous 
conception. This also applies against the expedient tried by Hofmann of 
making @4varo¢ here the death-state of Christ, unto which we were given up. 
Even in this view that incongruity continues :? but after ver. 3 @évaroc can 


1 This cannot be got rid of by any artifi- 
cial turns (like that of Hofmann: “ His 
burial removed Him from the sphere of sin 
expiated through His death ... . whereby 
His existence in the world of sin came toa 
complete close’), Certainly the Savaros of 


the Lord, even regarded as a state, oo- 
curred at that great moment when He cries 
His reréAeorat and departs; and in nowise 
has He been ¢ranslated into the Sdvaros 
through His durial. 
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only be again death simply, not state of death (asif Paul could not have con- 
veyed that sense by ei¢ rd uvqyeiov, or ei¢ Tove vexpovc, Or in some other suitable 
way). Observe, moreover, how Paul here also, since he has the bodily res- 
urrection of Christ in view,’ mentions specially the correlative of the burial 
that preceded it. Comp. on 1 Cor. xv. 4. — iva] purpose of the ovverddnuev 
. . . . Oévarov, and this statement of purpose has the chief importance, cor- 
responding to the rag éte Cyoouev év avr® in ver. 2.— did tHe JOE. T. maTpédc] 
through the majesty of the Father was the resurrection of Christ brought 
about. The dééa, 1123, the glorious collective perfection of God, certainly 
effected the raising of Jesus chiefly as omnipotence (1 Cor. vi. 14 ; 2 Cor. 
xiii. 4 ; Eph. i. 19 f.) ; but the comprehensive significance of the word— 
selected with conscious solemnity, and in highest accordance with the glo- 
rious victory of the Son—is not to be curtailed on that account (in opposi- 
tion to Koppe, Baumgarten-Crusius, and earlier expositors). According to 
the invariable representation of the N. T. God is the raiser of Jesus (iv. 24, 
viii. 11 ; Acts ii. 24, 31 ff. et al. ; see on John i. 19) ; but yet the dééa of 
God does not in this case any more than elsewhere in the N. T. denote 
God Himself.? Erroneously however Theodoret, Theophylact, and several 
Fathers explain: dia r. 66. t. matp., tovtéote dia tHE oiKeiac Bedtytoc. Lin- 
guistic usage admits as in itself allowable the view of Castalio and Carpzov : 
‘in paterna gloria resurrexit,” so that d:4 would be used of the state ; to 
which also van Hengel inclines. But, had Paul desired to express a relation 
corresponding to the év xa. ¢. in the apodosis, he must have inserted éi 
also ; since the conception of the raising of Jesus through the Father was 
one of so solemn importance, and all the more appropriate here, since 
believers also owe their moral resurrection-life to the Father of Christ (Eph. 
ii. 10 al.) ; it is in fact the life of regeneration. Besides, the paterna gloria 
was attained by Christ only through His ascension. See on Luke xxiv. 26. 
— év kawvéryte Sune] in a new (moral) constitution of life ;* a stronger way of 
bringing out the idea of xavvéryc, than év Cw caw would be, for which it 
‘does not stand (in opposition to Grotius, Koppe, Reiche, and others). See 
Winer, p. 221 [E. T. 236].. Comp. vii. 6. According to van Hengel fwiec 
is the genitive of apposition: ‘in novo rerum statu, gui vita est.” But this 
qui vita est is self-evident ; and therefore the emphasis must remain upon 
xatvétntt. This newness is the ethical analogue of the new state in which 
Christ was alive from the dead, conceived in contrast to the raAaérn¢ which 

prevailed prior to baptism. Comp. ver. 8. 

Ver. 5. Confirmatory elucidation (yap) of the previous iva éomep x.7.4. — 


1 4.e, His resurrection as respects the buried body. Thus the resurrection of Jesus 


body ; so that the latter no longer remained 
in the grave, but came forth thence living 
and immortal. That the body of Christ 
_ “vanished”? and “made room” for a new 
pneumatic body (Holsten, z. Hv. d. Paul u. 
Petr. p. 133), is an unsuitable conception, 
seeing that the pneumatic body must neces- 


sarily have been assumed even in death, - 


and independently of the burial of the old 


would be nothing else than the change of 
body that took place in death. 

2 Langer, Judenth. in Paldst. p. 210 ff. 

3 hv Kany ToALTElay THY KaTa TOV TaporTa 
Biov, €x THs TOY TpdéTwY y.vonevynY.“Omov yap oO 
mopvos yévntat THdpwv Kat 0 TAEOVEKTHS EACH MOY 
Kai & Tpaxvs Hucpos, Kai évradda avacraats ye- 
yovev, Chrysostom. 


* 
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otugvroc, which in classic authors usually means innate, naturally belonging to 
(see the passages from Plato in Ast, Lex. III. p. 318, Eur. Andr. 955 ; comp. 
2 Mace. iii. 22), is here grown together (Theophr. de caus. plant. v. 5, 2; 
LXX. Zech. xi. 2; Amos ix. 14). This figurative expression represents the | 
most intimate union of being, like our coalescent with anything (qui or quod 
coaluit cum aliqua re).? In the classics cvu@vf¢ is the more usual form for 
this idea, especially with yiveofa.? Hence : For, if we have become (through 
baptism, vv. 3, 4) such as are grown together with that which is the likeness of 
His death (comp. on i. 28), z.e. persons, to whose nature it inseparably be- 
longs to present in themselves that which resembles His death, so also shail 
we be grown together with the likeness of His resurrection. On époiwua comp. i. 
23, v. 14, viii. 3. The rendering of ciu@vto by complantati (Vulgate, 
Luther), in connection with which Chrysostom, Origen, Theodore of Mop- 
suestia, Theodoret, Theophylact, Beza, and others explain the figure of the 
plant by the fruits of the ethical burial, is linguistically incorrect, as if the 
word came not from cvu¢bo, but from cvu@vtetw.? The interpretation en- 
grafted (Erasmus,. Calvin, Estius, Cornelius 4 Lapide, Klee) is likewise with- 
out linguistic evidence, and does not suit the abstract 76 éyowpate. —ré 
duotom. TOW Oavarov avtov] 2.e. the condition corresponding in similarity of | 
form to His death, which has specifically and indissolubly become ours. | 
This ethical conformity with His death, however, the growing together with 
which took place through our baptism, is just that moral death to sin, vv. 
3, 4, in which the spiritual communion in death with Christ consists. — r. 
éu. T. 0. a. is to be joined with ciyéurx (Vulgate, Chrysostom, Beza, Cal- 
vin, Estius, Koppe, Tholuck, Ztiickert, Reiche, Olshausen, de Wette, Phi- 
lippi, and others ; now inciuding Hofmann). Others however take it as the 
dative of the instrument, and supply ré XpiorG to cbudutoe : ‘“for, if we have 
entered into close union with Christ through the éuoiwua of His death,” etc. So 
Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, Flatt, Fritzsche, Krehl, Baumgarten-Crusius, Maier, 
Baur, van Hengel, and Reithmayr ; also Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 344. Never- 
theless it is arbitrary to separate ré éu. from obud. yey., seeing that it stands 


_ beside it and in a structural respect presents itself most naturally with it, 


and also as belonging to it yields a very appropriate sense ; and on the other 
hand to attach to ctu. a word which Paul has not put in, and which he 
must have put in, if he would not lead his readers astray. Still more mis- 
taken is the view of Bisping, that ciug. belongs to roi Oavdr. abrov, and that 
T@ duo. comes in between them instrumentally. Hofmann has rightly 
abandoned this tortuous interpretation, which he formerly followed.*— 
aAAa Kai] but also. 4/44, for the speedy and more emphatic introduction of 
the contrasted element, as frequently also in the classics, at the head of the 
apodosis ; seeon 1 Cor. iv. 15 ; Col. ii. 5. — rye avacrdcewe] cannot, in keep- 
ing with the protasis, depend directly upon the cbuguro: to be again under- 


1 Plat. Phaedr. p. 246A; Aesch. Ag. and advrevros, Xen. Oec. 20, 22. 


Klausen én loc. p. 111. #Comp. on the right connection Cyril, 
2 Plato, Soph. p. 247 D, Tim. p. 45 D, p. 88 Catech. iii. 12; and even Martyr. Ignat. 5: 
A; Plut. Lycurg. 25. éuauvTov . . . . cipdutovy déodar Te Tov 


3Comp. ¢urevrds, Plat. Rep. p. 510 A, Savdrov airod duowpmare. 
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stood (Erasmus, Calvin, and others ; including Riickert, Olshausen, de Wette, 
and Krehl), but only upon the 76 éuoudpuare to be supplied (Beza, Grotius, 
Estius, and many others ; including Winzer, Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Maier, Philippi, Tholuck, Ewald, van Hengel, and Hofmann), so that when 
completed it would run : aAAd kai TO dpordpare Tie avacTdoewg avTov obpupuToe 
éodueOa. The former view is indeed likewise unobjectionable grammatically, 
for ciudvro: may also stand with the genitive ;' but the latter is suggested 
by the context, and presents itself easily enough and without harshness. 
Further; it is self-evident, after ver. 4, that in r. avaor. we are not to think 
of the resurrection of our body (Tertullian, Chrysostom, Ambrosiaster, 
Oecumenius, Cornelius 4 Lapide, and others ; comp. also Ewald), or of this 
as included (Koppe and Klee). — éoduefa] receives its only correct interpreta- 
tion from its relation to, and bearing on, the clause expressive of the 
purpose, iva... . év xavv. C. weper. in ver. 4, according to which it must 
express the necessarily certain.? Compare ric ére Choouev ver. 2. The 
sense of willing (‘‘ut reviviscamus curabimus,” Fritzsche) is not suggested 
by the connection ; nor is that of a swmmons (Olshausen, Riickert, and 
older expositors) ; but it is rather the expression of what shall certainly be 
the case, as the consequence of the ciudvto yeydv. TO duotbpm, Tov Oavarov avTov 
assumed as real in the protasis ; i¢ cannot be otherwise; with the having 
become ciudvurox this écecba is given ; with that fact having begun and taken 
place is posited this further development, which necessarily attaches itself 
thereto. : 
Ver. 6. Totto yivooxovtec] Definition to ri¢ avaordc. éodueba, Which objective 
relation is confirmed by the corresponding experimental conscious knowledge 
(comp. eidérec in ver. 9) : since we know this ; not a mere continuation of the 
construction instead of x. rovro yevdoxouev (Philippi), as the participle is 
never so used, not even in ch. ii. 4; nor yet to be conceived as in the train 
of the éodueAa (Hofmann), as if Paul had expressed himself by some such 
word as ore, or with the telic infinitive (yrévar). Respecting rovro see on ch, 
ii. 8. — 6 rad. ju. avOp.] t.e. our old ‘ego—our personality in its entire sinful 
condition before regeneration (John iii. 3 ; Tit. iii. 5). Comp. Eph. iv. 22 ; 
Col. iii. 9. From the standpoint of the xacvérn¢ rvebuatoc, constituting the 
Christian self-consciousness, the Christian sees his pre-Christian ethical per- 
sonality as his old self no longer to be found in life, as the person which he 
had formerly been. Comp. on 2 Cor. v. 173; Eph. ii. 10. — ovvecravpé6y] 
namely, when we were baptized and thereby transplanted into the fellowship 
of death. See on vv. 8, 4. This special expression of the being killed with 
Him is selected simply because Christ was slain on the cross ; not as Grotius 
and others, including Olshausen, hold : ‘‘ quia sicut per crucem non sine 
gravt dolore ad exitum pervenitur, ita illa natura (the old man) sine dolore 
non extinguitur.””. Compare Umbreit. The simple iva xatapy. is not at all in 
keeping with this far-fetched reference, which is not supported by Gal. 
ii. 19 f. ; but just as little with the reference to the disgrace of crucifixion 


1 Plat. Phil. p. 51 D, Def. p. 413 C, Bern- 2 Matthiae, p. 1122; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 148 
hardy, p. 171. ed. 2, 
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(Hofmann). —iva xarapy.] Design of the 6 maa. hy. avOp. ovveor. : in order 
that the body of sin might be destroyed, i.e. the body belonging to the power of sin, 
ruled by sin." [See Note LXVII. p. 253.] Comp. vii. 24. The old man 
had such a body ; and this céua was to be destroyed, put out of existence 
by the crucifixion with Christ ; consequently not the body in itself, but in 
so far asit is the sin-body, becoming determined by sin in its expressions 
of life to sinful rpdgeou (viii. 13). The propriety of this interpretation 
appears from vv. 7, 12, 18, 23. Comp. on Col. ii. 11. If we explain it 
merely of ‘‘ the body as seat or organ of sin,” the idea would not in itself be 
un-Pauline, as Reiche thinks ; for the cava would in fact appear not as the 
soliciting agent of sin (not as the odp£), but as its vehicle, in itself morally 
indifferent, but serving sin as the organic instrument of its vital activity 
(see Stirm in the Tubing. Zeitschr. f. Theol. 1834, 3, p. 10 ff.) ; but xarap- 
yv0q is decisive against this view. For this could neither mean destroyed, 
annihilated, because in fact even the body of the regenerate is a céua rt. 
duaptiac in the sense assumed (ver. 12) ; nor even evacuaretur (Tertullian, 
Augustine), rendered inactive, imoperative, partly because then the idea of 
cap would be assigned to céua, and partly because it is only the conception 
of the destruction of the body which corresponds to the conception of cruci- 
fixion. Others take the corpus peccati Jiguratively ; either so, that sin is 
conceived under the figure of a body with significant reference to its being 
crucified (so Fathers in Suicer, hes. IL. p. 1215, Piscator, Pareus, Castalio, 
Hammond, Homberg, Calovius, Koppe, Flatt, and Olshausen ; also Reiche, 
conceiving sin asa monster) ; or, similarly to this mode of apprehending it, 
in such a way as to find the sense: ‘‘the mass of sin,” tHv ard Tov diadopdv 
Hepav movnpiag ovykemmévgv . . . . kaxiav, Chrysostom. So Ambrosiaster, 
Pseudo-Hieronymus, Theophylact, Erasmus, Cornelius 4 Lapide, Grotius, 
Estius, Reithmayr, and others; so also Calvin, who however takes the 
corpus peccati as a designation of the natural man itself, which is a massa, 
ev peccato conflata. Philippi also ultimately comes to the massa peccati, 
which is conceived as an organism having members, as céua ; so likewise 
Jatho and Julius Miiller, o. d. Siinde, I. p. 460, ed. 5; also Baur (‘‘as it 
were the substance of sin”). But all these interpretations are at variance 
partly with the Pauline wsus loguendi in general, and partly with ver. 12 in 
particular, where év 76 Ovyr@ tu. oduare by its reference to our passage cons 
firms our view of the céua. The right view is held substantially by Theo- 
doret, Theophylact 2, Bengel, and others, including Tholuck, Kéllner, de 
Wette, Riickert, Fritzsche, Maier, Nielsen, Hofmann, and Weiss ; whereas 
Baumgarten-Crusius, and also Ernesti, Urspr. d. Siinde, I. p. 118, convert 
oaua into the idea of state of life. — row enkéte dova. x.t.A.| ‘* finem abolitionis 
notat,” Calvin. The sin, which is committed, is conceived as a ruler to 
whom service is rendered. See John viii. 34. 

Ver. 7. Establishment of the rod pnxére dova. i. TH. au. by the general prop- 
osition : whosoever is dead, is acquitted from sin. — 6, aro@av.] is explained Sy 


} It is self-evident that Paul might have saying ris auaprias. He might even have 
said also 1d c&ma ris capxés, asin Col. ii. 11. | written merely 7» cdpé, but rd cana was 
But his whole theme (ver. 1) suggested his givenin theimmediate context (cuvecravp.). 
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many of ethical death. So Erasmus, Calovius, Homberg, Bengel, and others, 
including Koppe, Flatt, Gléckler, Olshausen, Tholuck (who regards sin as 
creditor), de Wette (‘‘ whosoever has died to sin, he—alone—is acquitted 
from sin”), Rothe, Krehl, Philippi (whosoever is ethically dead, over him 
has sin lost its right to impeach and to control, just as Bengel explains it), 
also van Hengel, Jatho, and Mircker. But neither the nature of the general 
proposition, which forms in fact the major premiss in the argument, and of 
which only the application is to be made (in the minor proposition) to ethi- 
cal dying ; nor the tautological relation, which would result between subject 
and predicate, can permit this explanation. The conception of ethical dying 
recurs only in the sequel, and hence oby Xpior@ is added to arefavopev in ver. 
8, so that Paul in this development of his views draws a sharp distinction 
between the being dead in the spiritual (vv. 6, 8) and in the ordinary sense. 
We must therefore explain ver. 7 as a general proposition regarding death 
in the ordinary sense, and consequently regarding physical death (so rightly 
Hofmann), but not specially of the death by execution, through which sin is 
expiated (Alethaeus, Wolf, and others ; with this view they compare dedix., 
the juristic expression : he is justified ; see Michaelis’ note) ; for any such 
peculiar reference of the still wholly unrestricted arofavav is forbidden by 
the very generality of the proposition, although for dedccaiwra: passages might 
be cited like Plat. Legg. II. p. 984B; Aristot. Hth. v. 9. —dedux. amd tr. ay. ] 
[See Note LXVIII. p. 253.] ‘‘ The dead person is made just from sin,” t.e. he 
is in point of fact justified and acquitted from sin, he is placed by death in 
the position of a dixacoc, who is such thenceforth ; not as if he were now 
absolved from and rid of the guilt of his sins committed in life, but 7m so 
far as the dead person sins no more, no longer dovieber TH duaptia, from whose 
power, as from a legal claim urged against him during his life in the body, 
he has been actually released by death as through a decree of acquittal.’ 
Just for this reason has Paul added amd rie duapriag (comp. Acts xiii. 38 ; 
Eccles. xxvi. 29; Zest. XII. patr. p. 541), which would have been quite 
superfluous, had he taken dedixaiwrae justus constitutus est, in the dogmatic 
sense of his doctrine of justification. The proposition itself, moreover, 7s an 
axiom of the popular traditional mode of view, which Paul uses for his purpose 
as admitted. This axiom has also its relative truth, and that partly in so far 
as the dead person has put off the oda rie oapxée with which he committed 
his sins (Col. ii. 11), partly in so far as with death the dominion of law over 
the man ceases (vii. 1), and partly in so far as in death all the relations are 
dissolved which supplied in life the objects of sinning.? For the discussion 
of the question as to the absolute truth of the proposition, in its connection 





1 Comp. Késtlin in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche 
Theol. 1856, p. 98f.; Th. Schott, p. 260, and 
Hofmann; also Baur, neut. Theol. p. 161 f.; 
Delitzsch, Illustrations to his Hebrew ver- 
sion, p. 84. 

2 The Greek expositors—who already give 
substantially our explanation—have con- 
fined themselves to this point. Chrysostom : 
amjddaxrat TO AoUToY TOD apapTavery vEKpds 


xeiuevos. Theodoret : ris yap édedoaro moore 
vexpov  ‘yamov aAAétprov StopvtrovtTa, 7 
prapovia tas xetpas powwirrovta K.7.A. Me- 
lanchthon compares the proverb : vexpos ov 
Saver, Beza the saying of Anacreon : 0 vexpods 
ovx émudvmer, Grotius that of Aeschylus: 
ovdév GAyos awrerar vexpav, Comp. Soph. 0.C. 
955. 
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with Biblical anthropology and eschatology, there was no occasion at all 
here,’ where it is only used as an auxiliary clause, and ex concesso. Comp. 
1 Pet. iv. 1. Usteri mistakenly explains it : by death man has suffered the 
punishment, and thus evpiated his guilt. For that Paul does not here ex- 
press the Jewish dogma: ‘‘death as the punishment for sin expiates the 
guilt of sin” (see Eisenmenger, entdeckt. Judenth. II. p. 283 f.) is proved 
partly by the irrelevancy of such a sense to the context (ydp) ; and partly 
by its inconsistency with the doctrines of the Apostle as to justification by 
faith and as to the judgment, according to which death cannot set free from 
the guilt-obligation of sin. Ewald makes a new idea be brought in at ver, 
7: ‘*Even in common life, in the case of one who is dead, the sins of his 
previous life cannot be further prosecuted and punished, he passes for justi- 
fied and acquitted of sin... . 3 if in addition sin as a power has been bro- 
ken by Christ (ver. 9 f.), then we may assuredly believe,” etc., ver. 8. But 
yap in ver. 7 indicates its connection with what goes before, so that it is only 
with the dé in ver. 8 that a new thought is introduced. Besides, we should 
expect, in the case of the assumed course of thought, an ody instead of the 
dé in ver. 8. Finally, it is not clear how that rule of common law was to 
gerve as a joint ground for the faith of becoming alive with Christ. 

Ver. 8 f. Carrying onward the discussion by the metabatic dé; and there- 
by passing from the negative side of the having died with Christ as proved 
in personal consciousness (rodto yevdoxovrec, ver. 6) in. vv. 6, 7, to its positive 
side, which is likewise exhibited as based on the consciousness of faith 
(xiorebouev). ‘‘ But if we have died (according to vv. 6, 7) with Christ, we 
believe that we shall also live with Him, since we know,” etc. etc. — moreb- 
ouev| expresses, not confidence in the divine aid (Fritzsche), or in the divine 
promise (Baumgarten-Crusius), or in God not leaving His work of grace in 
us unfinished (Philippi) ; but simply the being convinced of our ovojoouev avTo 5 
in so far, namely, as the having died with Christ is, seeing that He has 
risen and dieth no more, in the consciousness of faith the necessary premiss, 
and thus the ground for belief as to our becoming alive with Him. If the 
former, the ame@dvouev ody XpiorG, be true, we cannot doubt the latter. — 
ovthoouev abt] must necessarily be understood, in accordance with the pre- 
ceding and following context (ver. 11), of the ethical participation in the 
new everlasting life of Christ. Whosoever has died with Christ is now also 
of the belief that his life, ¢.e. the positive active side of his moral being and 
nature, shall be a fellowship of life with the exalted Christ ; that is, shall 
be able to be nothing else than this. This communion of life is the év 
Xpror@ and Xprordv éy juiv elva. In the full consciousness of it Paul says : fa 
d& obkéte ty, CH 2 év uot Xporde (Gal. ii. 20). At the same time it is not 
to be explained as if an det or the like stood beside ovfqoouev (without fall- 
ing away), as is done by Tholuck ; compare Theophylact. Others, in 
opposition to the context, hold that what is meant is the future participa- 
tion of Christians in the bliss of the glorified Saviour (Flatt, Reiche, Maier, 


1 Compare Melanchthon: “Ceterum hoc omni aeternitate horribilia peccata facere, 
sciamus, diabolos et omnes damnatos in quia sine fine irascuntur Deo,” etc. 
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following Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Grotius, and Heumann) ; and 
others still, at variance alike with the definiteness and unity of the sense, 
interpret it of the earthly moral and the eternal blessed life together (Sebas- 
tian Schmid, Béhme, Rosenmiiller ; and not rejected by de Wette). The 
reference or joint-reference to the future glory is not required either by the 
future, which, on the contrary, demands the same rendering exactly as 
éoducba in ver. 5, nor by rorebouev (See above), —iedérec, bre k.7.A.] since we 
know, that, etc. Were we, namely, obliged to fear that Christ is still sub- 
ject to the power of death,’ that His life is not a perfected life, in that case 
we should lack the adequate secure ground of faith for that miorebouev x.T.A. 
The being assured that Christ liveth eternally and dieth no more (Acts xiii. 
34), lends to our faith in our own moral communion of life with Him its 
basis and firm footing ; without that knowledge this faith would be want- 
ing in that which gives it legitimacy and guarantee. For who can cherish 
the conviction that he stands in that holy communion of resurrection-life 
with Christ, if he should be compelled to doubt whether his Lord, though 
indeed risen, might not again fall a victim to death? This thought would 
only keep us aloof from that faith and make it a moral impossibility for us, 
since it would set before us the prospect of a similar perishing of the new 
life which we had gained. Hofmann, who makes a new sentence begin with 
eldérec, Which is to continue till ver. 11, might have been warned against 
doing so by the absence of a particle (oiy) ; and should have been decisively 
precluded from it by the tortuous way in which, if ver. 10 is set aside in a 
parenthesis, it is necessary to obtain a forced regimen for the passage. — 
Oavatoc abtov obkéte Kvp.| no longer dependent on dr, but an independent and 
therefore all the more emphatic repetition of the important thought : death 
is no longer Lord over Him, has no more power over Him, such asit once had 
_at the crucifixion. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 25. 

Ver. 10. Proof of the @évaro¢g avtod obkéts Kupseber.2— 6 yap axéOave] 4 is in 
any case the accusative of the object. But whether Paul conceived it as : 
for as to what concerns His death (see Vigerus, ed. Herm. p. 34 ; Frotscher 
and Breitenbach, ad Xen. Hier. 6, 12 ; Matthiae, p. 1063), or what, i.e. the 
death which He died (so Riickert, Fritzsche, de Wette, Philippi ; see Bern- 
hardy, p. 106 f.; comp. on Gal. ii. 20) cannot be determined, since both 
renderings suit the correct interpretation of what follows. Yet the latter, 
analogous to the expression @dvarov Oaveiv, is to be preferred as the more 
simple, and as uniform with Gal. ii. 20.—r duapria a7ré6.] the relation of 
the dative is to be determined from vexpod¢ ry au. in ver. 11 ; therefore it 
can be nothing else than what is contained in dme$dv. rH dy. in ver. 2 
(comp. Hofmann), namely : he is dead to sin (dative of reference), i.e. His 
dying concerned sin ; and indeed so that the latter (mamely the sin of the 





1 Death had become lord over Him, because 
in obedience to God (Phil. ii. 6 ff.) Christ 
had subjected Himself to its power, so that 
He éoravpuidy é& aodveveias (2 Cor. xiii. 4). 
The «cuprevew of death over Him was there- 
fore a thing willed by God (v. 8-10), and 
realized through the voluntary obedience 


of Jesus. See John x. 18; Matt. xx. 28. 

2 Not a parenthetical intervening clause 
(Hofmann), which is appropriate neither to 
the essential importance of the sentence in 
the train of thought, nor to the application 
which it recéives in ver. 11. 
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world, conceived as power) has now, after He has suffered death on account 
of it, become without influence upon Him and has no more power over Him ; 
He submitted Himself to its power in His death, but through that death He 
has died to its power.’ So also have we (ver. 11) to esteem ourselves as dead 
to sin (vexpod¢ TH du.), as rescued from its grasp through our ethical death 
with Christ, in such measure that we are released from and rid of the influ- 
ence of this power antagonistic to God. The close accordance of this view 
of rH du. aré0. with the context (according to vv. 11 and 2) is decisive against 
the explanations of the dative deviating from it, such as: ad expianda pec- 
cata (Pareus, Piscator, Grotius, Michaelis, and others including Olshausen) ; 
or : ad expianda tollendaque peccata (Koppe, Flatt, Reiche, Fritzsche, Phi- 
lippi) ; or : in order to destroy the power of sin (Chrysostom, Beza, Calvin, 
Bengel, and others, including Ewald and Umbreit). Riickert, Kéllner, and 
de Wette wish to abide by an indefinite reference of the death of Jesus to sin 
as the remote object ; but this simply explains nothing, and leaves only a 
formal parellelism remaining. — é¢draz] for once, with emphasis, excluding 
repetition, once for all. Comp. Heb. vii. 27, ix. 12, x. 10 ; Lucian, Dem. 
enc. 21. — lH r. Oe@] vivit Deo, namely so, that now in His estate of exalta- 
tion, after He has through His death died to the power of sin, His life 
belongs to God, i.e. stands to God in the relation of being dependent on, and of 
being determined by, Him. The contrast to the preceding yields the excluding 
sense. Christ’s earthly life, namely, was also a (7 7G Oe@, but was at the 
same time exposed to the death-power of human sin, which is now no longer 
the case, inasmuch as His life rescued from death is wholly determined by 
the fellowship with God. This latter portion of the verse belongs also to 
the proof of ver. 9, since it is in fact just the (exclusive) belonging to God 
of Christ’s life, that makes it certain that death reigns no longer over Him ; 
as Cov 7¢ Oeg he can no longer be rabyré¢ (Acts xxvi. 23), which He previ- 
ously was, until in abedience to God é€ dofeveiac He was crucified (2 Cor. 
xiii. 4). 

Ver. 11. Application of ver. 10 to the readers.—Although in ver. 10 
there was no mention of a Aoyitecfa: on the part of Christ, we are not, with 
Griesbach and Koppe, to break up the discourse by the punctuation : oir 
kad dusic Aoyileobe x.t.A. (comp. on the contrary Luke xvii. 10).—According- 
ly reckon ye yourselves also (like Christ) as dead, etc. Aoyiveabe, namely, con- 
taining the standard by which they are to apprehend their moral life-posi- 
tion in its reality, is not, with Bengel and Hofmann, to be taken as indica- 
tive, but rather, seeing that here the discourse passes over to the second per- 
son. and proceeds in exhortation in ver. 12 ff, with the Vulgate, Chrysostom 
and Luther, as imperative. —év Xp. ’I.] These words, which Riickert, K6ll- . 
ner, de Wette, and others quite arbitrarily join merely with févra¢ dé r. Oe, 
belong to both portions of the summons ; and do not mean per Christum 


1 Rich. Schmidt, Paul. Christol. p. 55, upon Himself, in the death of the cross, 
justly insists that Christ for His own person the curse of the law; after which human 
died to sin, but further on (p. 59), ends in sin had now no longer any power over Him, 
finding an ideal, not a real relation. But Compare on ver. 3. 

He died really to sin, inasmuch as He took 
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(Grotius and others, including Fritzsche), but denote rather the specific ele- 
ment, in which the being dead and living take place, namely, in the ethical 
bond of fellowship, which is just the eiva: év Xpioro. 

Ver. 12 f. Oiv] in consequence of this Aoyifeobe, for the proof of it in the 
practice of life. For this practice the Aoyifeoba: x.r.A. is meant to be the reg- 
ulative theory. The negative portion of the following exhortation corre- 
sponds to the vexpod¢ uév TH duapria in ver. 11 ; and the positive contrast aaa 
«.7.A. to the Cavrac dé 7H O&O. — UH Baora.| With this nothing sinful is ad- 
mitted (comp. Chrysostom) ; but on the contrary the influence of the (per- 
sonified) sin, conquering the moral ego, is entirely forbidden,’ as the whole 
connection teaches. — év r@ OvyT@ tu. cdu.]| év simply indicates the seat and 
sphere, in which the forbidden dominion would take place (not by means of, 
as Th. Schott thinks). As to @vyré, every explanation is to be avoided 
which takes the word in any other sense than the ordinary one of mortal 
(comp. viii. 11), because it has no other signification (see all the examples 
in Wetstein), and because the context contains nothing at all in favour of 
giving any other turn to the notion of the word. We must reject therefore 
the opinion that it is equivalent to vexpd, as taken in the ethical sense : dead 
for sin (Turretin, Ch. Schmidt, Ernesti, Schleusner, Schrader, and Stengel). 
Directly affirmed of the body, the mortality could not but be understood 
by every reader quite definitely as the physical. The purpose of the epithet 
however must manifestly result from the relation of motive, in which the 
mortality of the body stands to the prohibition of the reign of sin in the 
body. And the more precise definition of this motive is to be derived from 
the previous vexpod¢ pév TH duaptia, COvrac dé tH OH. If we are convinced, 
namely, that we are dead for sin and alive for God ; if we account ourselves 
as those who have put off the ethical mortality (¢ é« vexpav Cavrac, ver. 18), 
then it is an absurdity to allow sin to reign in the body, which in fact is 
mortal. This quality stands in a relation of contradiction to our immortal 
life entered upon in the fellowship of Christ, and thus the dominion, for 
which we should deliver over our body to sin, would prove that we were 
not that for which, nevertheless, in genuine moral self-judgment, we have 
to take ourselves ; since in fact the mortal life of the body, if we yield it to 
the government of sin, excludes the immortal Christian life described in ver. 
11. Hofmann imports more into the passage than its connection with ver. 
11 suggests ; namely the double folly, that such an one should not use the 
power, which the life of Christ gives him over the mortal body and there- 
with over sin ; and that he should permit himself to be entangled in the death 
to which his body falls a victim, while he possesses a life of which also his 
body would become joint-participant. This is a fine-spun application of the 
true interpretation. Different is the view of K6llner (comp. Calvin : ‘ per 
contemtum vocat mortale”), that it is here hinted how disgraceful it is to 
make the spiri¢ subordinate to sin, which only dwells in the perishable body ; 
and of Grotius : ‘‘de vita altera cogitandum, nec formidandos labores haud 


1 But Luther’s gloss is good: “‘ Mark, the they do not follow.” Comp. the carrying 
saints have still evil lustsin the flesh, which out of the idea in Melanchthon. 
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sane diuturnos” (comp. Chrysostom and Theodoret ; so also on the whole 
Reiche). But the context contains neither a contrast between body and 
spirit, nor between this and the other life. Flatt thinks that Paul wished 
to remind his readers of the brevity of sensual pleasure ; comp. Theophylact. 
But how little would this be in keeping with the high standpoint of the 
moral sternness of the Apostle! According to others, Paul desired to re- 
mind them warningly of the destructiveness of sin, which had brought death 
on the body (de Wette, Krehl, Nielsen, Philippi, also Maier). But this 
point of view as to destructiveness is remote from the connection, in which 
the pervading theme is rather the wnsuitableness of the dominion of sin to 
the communion of death and life with Christ. Others still explain it va- 
riously.1— oéparc] body, as in ver. 6 ; not a symbolic expression for the en- 
tire ego (Reiche, following Ambrosiaster and various early expositors) ; nor 
yet body and soul, so far as it is not yet the recipient of the Spirit of God 
(Philippi) ; for even in all such passages as viii. 10, 13, 23 ; xii. 1 oda re- 
tains purely its signification body. But sin reigns in the body (comp. on ver. 
6), so far as its material substratum is the odp§ (Col. ii. 11), which, with its 
life-principle the pyf, is the seat and agent of sin (vii. 18 ff. a/.). Hence 
the sinful desires are its desires (airov), because, excited by the power of sin 
in the flesh, they are at work in the body and its members (vii. 5, 23 ; Col. 
iii. 5). Sin aims at securing obedience to these desires through its dominion 
in man. Consequently el¢ 7d imax. t. éxif. ait. implies the—according to 
ver. 11 absurd—tendency of the allowing sin to reign in the mortal body, 
which the Apostle forbids. — ydé] also especially not (as e.g. 1 Cor. v. 8). — 
raptotavere| present, i.e. place at the disposal, at the service. Matt. xxvi. 53 ; 
Acts xxiii. 24 ; 2 Tim. ii. 15 ; Athen. iv. p. 148 B ; Lucian, d. Mar. 6, 2 ; 
Diod. Sic. xvi. 79 ; Dem. 597. pen. —rda wéAy ivdv] your members, which sin 
desires to use as executive organs, tongue, hand, foot, eye, etc. The mental 
powers and activities, feeling, will, understanding, are not included (in op- 
position to Erasmus, Reiche, Philippi, and others) ; but Paul speaks con- 
cretely and graphically of the members, in reference to which the mental ac- 
tivities in question are necessarily presupposed. Comp. Col. ili. 5. — dria 
Gdcxiac] as weapons of immorality, with which the establishment of immorali- 
ty is achieved. The duapria is conceived as a ruler employing the members 
of man as weapons of warfare, wherewith to contend against the government 
of God and to establish dduxia (opposite of the subsequent dixacoobyyc). — It 
injures the figure, to which ver. 23 glances back, to explain éxAa (comp. ° 2) 
instruments, as is done by many (including Riickert, Kéllner, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Krehl, Fritzsche, de Wette, and Ewald), a meaning which it indeed 
frequently bears in classic Greek since Homer,’ but never in the N. T. 
Comp. especially 2 Cor. vi. 7, x. 4. —apaorgoare] the aorist here following 


1 Olshausen connects thus: “let not the But, had Paul desired to set forth the moral 
sin manifesting itself in your mortal body death through the adjective by way of mo- 
reign in you.” In that case Paulmusthave _ tive, he must then have written, after ver. 
repeated the article after éu. According 11, é 7O vexp@ tpav odpan, which after 
to Baur there liesin vyré the idea: “‘ whose what goes before would not have been 
mortality can only remind you of that, liable to any misconception. 
which it even now is a8 vexpov TH auapria.”’ 2 See Duncan, Lex. ed. Rost, p. 844. 
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the present (comp. Bernhardy, p. 393), marking the immediateness and ra- 
pidity of the opposite action which has to set in. It stands to rapsordvere in 
a climactic relation. See Winer, p. 294 [E. T. 314], Kiihner, II. 1, p. 158. — 
éavrot¢] yourselves, your own persons, and specially also your members, etc. — d¢ 
éx vexp. Covrac]| as those that are alive from the dead (risen), i.e. those who have 
experienced in themselves the ethical process of having died and attained 
to the resurrection-life with Christ. Only thus, in the sense of the moral 
renovation discussed in vv. 2-11—not in the sense of Eph. ii. 1 (Philippi 
and older expositors)—can it be explained agreeably to the context, especial- 
ly as &¢ corresponds to the Aoyifeofe x.7.A. in ver. 11. This d¢, guippe, with 
the participle (as in xv. 15, and very frequently), expresses, namely, the re- 
lation of the case, in which what is demanded is to appear to the readers as 
corresponding to their Christian state, which is described as life from the 
dead.’ — 76 Oe] belonging to God, as in vv. 10, 11. 

Ver. 14. Not the ground and warrant for the exhortation (Hofmann), in 
which case the thought is introduced, that obedience is dependent on the 
readers ; but an encouragement to do what is demanded in vv. 12, 18, through 
the assurance that therein sin shall not become lord over them, since they 
are not in fact under the law, but under grace. Comp. the similar encour- 
agement in Phil. ii. 13. In this assurance lies a ‘‘ dulcissima consolatio,” 
Melanchthon, comp. Calvin. They have not to dread the danger of failure. 
Understood as an expression of good confidence, that they would not allow 
sin to become lord over them (Fritzsche), the sentence would lack an ele. 
ment assigning an objective reason, to which nevertheless the second half 
points. Heumann, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, and Umbreit take the future 
imperatively, which is erroneous for the simple reason that it is not in the 
second person (Bernhardy, p. 378). —ov ydp éore id vépov (Gal. iv. 21), 442’ 
vd xapwv : Hor not the law but divine grace (revealed in Christ) is the power 
under which you are placed. [See Note LXIX. p. 258.] This contrast, aecord- 
ing to which the norm-giving position of the law is excluded from the Chris- 
tian state (it is not merely the swperflwousness of the law that is announced, as 
Th. Schott thinks), is the justification of the encouraging assurance pre- 
viously given. Had they been wnder the law, Paul would not have been * 
able to give it, because the merely commanding law is the dévayic rie duapriat 
(1 Cor. xv. 56), and accumulates sins (v. 20), in which reference he intends 


1The as is not the “‘ like’ of comparison 
(Hofmann, who, following Lachmann, pre- 
fers with A BC & the acei, which does not 
elsewhere occur in the writings of Paul), 
but the ‘‘ as” of the quality, in which the 


subjects have to conceive themselves. 


Comp. Wunder, ad Soph. Trach. 394, p. 94; 
Kiihner, II. 2, p. 649. According to Hof- 
mann the comparative ace is only to ex- 
tend to é« vexpav (and gavras to be predica- 
tive): as living persons like as from the 
dead. But such a mere comparison would 
be foreign to the whole context, according 
to which Christians are really alive (with 


Christ) from the dead, and paralyzing the 
pith of the view, which does not lie in a 
quasi, but in a tanguam. The Vulgate ren- 
ders correctly: ‘‘tanqguam ex mortuis vi- 
ventes.”” He who participates ethically in 
the resurrection-life of the Lord is alive 
Srom death, but not alive as if-from death ; 
just as little is he as if alive from death. 
Theodore of Mopsuestia rendered the ace, 
which he read, in the latter sense; refer- 
ring it to é« vexp. ¢avras together, and ex- 
plaining the meaning to be that, previous to 
the actual resurrection, only 9 xata 78 
duvardv wimynors is required. 
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to discuss the matter still further in ch. vii. But they stand under a quite 
different power, under grace ; and this relation of dependence is quite calcu- 
lated to bring to the justified that consecration of moral strength, which 
they require against sin and for the divine life (v. 21; vi. 1ff.). ‘‘ Gratia 
non solum peccata diluit, sed ut non peccemus facit,” henene, 

Vv. 15-23. This ovk elvac bd véuov, GAn’ brd yap does not therefore give 1 us 
freedom tosin. From the od yép . . . . yxdpev, namely, the inference of free- 
dom to sin might very easily be drawn by immoral Christians (comp. ver. 
1), which would be exactly the reverse of what the Apostle wished to estab- 
lish by that proposition (du. tu. ob kup. ver. 14). Paul therefore proposes to 
himself this possible inference and negatives it (ver. 15), and then gives in 
ver. 16 ff. its refutation. Accordingly vv. 15-23 form only an ethico-polem- 
ical preliminary to the positive illustration of the proposition, ‘‘ ye are not 
under the law, but under grace,” which begins in ch, vii. 

Ver. 15. [See Note LXX. p. 254.] Ti otv] sc. gore 5 what is then the state 
of the case? Comp. iii. 9. Shall this Christian position of ours be misused 
for sinning ?—With the reading dyuaprfoouev the sense would be purely fu- 
ture: shall we sin? will this case occur with us? But with the proper 
reading duaprjowuev Paul asks : Are we to sin? deliberative subjunctive as in 
ver. 1. To the ériwévoy. t. duapt. in ver. 1 our duapryowpev stands related as 
a climaz ; not merely the state of perseverance in sin, but every sinful action 
is to be abhorred ; the former from the pre-Christian time, the latter in the 
Christian state of grace. — ére ob« éopév bd véuov K.7.A.] emphatic repetition.’ 

Ver. 16. Paul begins the detailed illustration of the uy yévoiro with an 
appeal to the consciousness of his readers, the tenor of which corresponds 
to the saying of Christ : ‘‘ No man can serve two masters.” This appeal 
forms the propositio major ; the minor then follows in ver. 17 f., after which 
the conclusion is obvious of itself.—‘* Know ye not, that, to whom ye yield 
yourselves as slaves for obedience, ye are slaves of him whom ye obey?” Here 
the emphasis is not on éore (slaves ye are in reality, as de Wette and others 
think), or even on the relative clause @ traxotere (Hofmann), but, as is re- 
quired by the order of the words, and the correlation with rapior. éavrotc, 
on dovao. [See Note LXXI. p. 254.] Whosoever places himself at the dispo- 
sal of another for obedience as a slave, is no longer free and independent, 
but is just the slave of him whom he obeys. — rapiotdvere] The present, as 
expressing the general proposition which continues to hold good.*— 
iraxovere] whom ye obey (erroneously rendered by Reiche and Baumgarten- 
Crusius : have to obey). By this, instead of the simple airoi or tobrov, the © 
relation of subjection, which was already expressed in the protasis, is once 
more vividly brought into view : that ye are slaves of him, whom ye, in con- 
sequence of that rapiordvew éavrode dobdove to him, obey. The circumstantial- 
ity has a certain earnestness and solemnity. If ye yield yourselves as slaves 
for obedience, then ye are nothing else than slaves in the service of him 
_ whom ye obey. The less reason is there for attaching ei¢ imax. te the apo- 


1Bornemann, ad Xen. Mem. iv. 8, 17, . %See Kiihner, Il. 1, p. 115. 
Schol. in Luc. p. xxxix. 
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dosis (Th. Schott, Hofmann). — gro: duapriac] sc. dovAo.* Respecting the 
disjunctive #ro, aut sane, found nowhere else in N. T., see especially Klotz, 
ad Devar. p. 609, Baeumlein, Partik. p. 244. It lays strong emphasis on 
the first alternative. Very frequently thus used in Greek authors. Comp. 
Wisd. xi. 18. —ei¢ @4varov] result, to which this relation of slavery leads. 
The @dvaroc cannot be physical death (Reiche, Fritzsche, van Hengel), since 
that is not the consequence of individual? sin (see on v. 12), and is not 
averted from the dovAog imaxoge [See Note LXXII. p. 254] ; nor is it, either 
generally, the misery of sin (de Wette), or specially spiritual death, alien- 
ation from the true (wf, an idea which Paul never conveys by @évaro¢ ; but 
rather, seeing that @dvaroc, as is more precisely indicated in ver. 21, and is 
placed beyond doubt by the contrast of fw aidvio¢, must be conceived as the 
téaoc of the bondage of sin ; eternal death (Chrysostom, Theophylact, and 
others, including Riickert, Reithmayr, and Tholuck). Comp. i. 32. This 
is not at variance with the antithesis ei¢ dvxaootyvyv, which is not to be taken 
(as in ver. 13) in the sense of moral righteousness (Philippi and others) ; for 
this is not the result, but is itself the essence of the dovAov elvar ixaxoge (comp. 
v. 19), since Sraxof, in contradistinction to the auapria, is obedience to the 
divine will. On the contrary dccacootvy, antithetically correlative with the 
6avaroc, must be conceived as the final result of that dobAov elvac braxoge, and 
apply to the time of final perfection in the aid» uéAAwv, when the faithful, 
who have not relapsed into the service of sin, but in their faith have been 
servants of obedience, on account of the death of Christ dixazoc karaorabqoovrat, 
v. 19. It is therefore the righteousness which is awarded to them in the 
judgment.* If it were the righteousness of faith even now attained (Th. 
Schott), iraxofe would need to be taken, with Schott, of becoming a believer 
(i. 5), which is contextually inadmissible, since what is spoken of is the 
state of grace already evisting (ver. 15), in which service is rendered to the 
obedience of God only, and not to sin. In accordance with the misconcep- 
tions of Hofmann, already noticed in detail (see above), there results as his 
sense of the whole : ‘‘ To whom ye place yourselves as servants at his disposal, 
ye are servants for the purpose of obedience ; ye are so to him whom ye obey, ser- 
vants either—for there is no third alternative—who act contrary to their master’s 
will and thereby merit death, or such as live in obedience and are therefore right- 


1 Consequently servants of sin, who are 
serviceable to that which is sin ; and then: 
servants of obedience, who are in the service 
of the opposite of auapria, in the service of 
divine obedience. Hofmann erroneously 
takes the genitives as genitives of quality 
(servants who sin and who obey) ; see Winer, 
p. 222 [E. T. 237]. What reader could, after 
SodvA0u (comp. John viii. 34), have stumbled 
on this singular relation of quality ; the as- 
sumption of which ought to have been pre- 
cluded by vv. 17, 20. Comp. 2 Pet. ii. 19. 

2 Philippi here observes, with the view of 
including bodily death also in the idea, that 
it “is personally appropriated and merited 


by the individual through his own act.” 
This is not Pauline, and is at variance with 
the true interpretation of the é¢’ 6 mavres 
Huaprov inv. 12. It is not with death as it 
is with the atonement, which is objectively 
there for all, but must be appropriated by 
something subjective. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 22. 
Moreover, such personal appropriation 
would be inconceivable in the case of all 
children dying without actual sin. 

3 Kdéstlin has also justly directed atten- 
tion in the Jahrb. f. deutsche Theol. 1856, p. 
127, to the sensus forensis of Sixacoovvy in our 
passage. 
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cous in the presence of their master.” What kind of a @dvaroc, and in what 
sense dixatoobvn is meant, is supposed accordingly to be self-evident. And 
py the following thanksgiving, ver. 17, the Apostle is alleged ‘‘as it were half 
to take back” his question, Whether they do not know etc., so that the me- 
dium of transition to ver. 17 is ‘“‘ why yet still the question?” A series of 
gratuitously imported fancies. 

Ver. 1%. Propositio minor. [See Note LXXUI. p. 255. ] — xaprc dé To Oey, 
érc] animated expression of piety ; ‘‘ ardor pectoris apostolici,” Bengel. 
Comp. Vii. 25. — dre gre dovAoi T. au., UTNK. x.T.4.] gre has emphasis : that ye 
were slaves of sin (that this condition of bondage is past), etc. Comp. Eph. 
v. 8. The prefixing of #re, and the non-insertion of a pév, clearly prove 
that this is the true interpretation, and not that, by which the main idea is 
discovered in the second half: ‘‘non Deo gratias agit, quod servierint pec- 
cato, sed quod, qui servierint peccato, postea obedierunt evangelio,” Gro- 
tius. In that case pév at least would be indispensable in the first clause. 
The mode of expression is purposely chosen, in order to render more forcibly 
apparent their earlier dangerous condition (whose further delineation in 
ver. 19, moreover, points to the former heathenism of the readers). — éx 
kapdiac] ovdé yap qvayKdobyrte, ovdé EBrdobnre, GAN éxdvtec peTa Tpolvmiac aréoTyTE, 
Chrysostom. Comp. Job viii. 10; Mark xii. 80; Wisd. viii. 21 al. ; 
Theocr. xxix. 4; also é Oypod, é& etpuevrdv orépvor, and similar phrases in 
Greek writers. 'The opposite : éx Biac. — ei dv raped. tim. did.] may either 
be resolved : 16 timp tie du., ei¢ bv Taped., with Chrysostom and others, 
including Riickert, Reiche, Kéllner, Tholuck, de Wette, Fritzsche, Winer, 
and Philippi ;? or: etc tr. tom. tHe dud., ei¢ dv raped. (as in ivi 1%) 3" onc cer 7. 
rom. tH did., bv Taped. 7.€. d¢ Taped. buiv (See Castalio and Grotius on the pas- 
sage, Kypke, Il. p. 167, Ewald and Hofmann). It is decisive in favour of the 
first mode of resolution that irakotery ec tc is never equivalent to iraxobew 
ri 3? while to take inxotcare absolutely either in the sense of the obedience 
of faith, i. 5 (Ewald), or in that of absolute obedience (‘‘as obedient servants 
in contrast to sinful ones,” Hofmann), is inadmissible, because tmyxotcare 
in its antithetical correlation with dovdo: r#¢ duapriac needs a more precise 
definition. And this it has precisely in cic dv raped60. x.7.2., Which cannot 
therefore indicate whereunto (Ewald and Hofmann) the iraxotecy has taken 
place,—an artificial far-fetched expedient, which is wrung from them, in 
order to get instead of obedience towards the doctrine obedience as effect 
of the doctrine (comp. Matt. xii. 41, where however petevéyjoav stands by 
its side, which is in fact of itself a complete conception). The riroc didax7e, 
cic bv raped. is usually (and still by Hofmann) understood of Christian doc- 
trine generally, so far as it is a definite, express form of teaching. But 
since the singular expression rioc does not thus appear accounted for, and 
since the Roman church was undoubtedly planted through the preaching 
of Pauline Christianity, which is certainly a particular type, different from 


1 See Fritzsche, Diss. II. p. 183, Conject.p. obey in reference to something, to be obedi- 
34; Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. 177. ent in a matter. Reiche’s judgment of 

2In the passages quoted by Kypke from these passages is erroneous. See on 2 Cor. 
Greek authors traxovew eis rs means to ii. 9 
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Judaistic forms of Christian teaching and in various points even contrast- 
ing with these, it is preferable to understand by it the distinct expression 
which the Gospel had received through Paul, consequently the doctrinal 
form of his Gospel (ii. 16, xvi. 25), in opposition to anti-Paulinism (Riickert, 
ed. 1, de Wette, comp. Philippi). This cic dv raped. is decisive in favour of 
the interpretation ‘‘form of doctrine” in an objective sense, and against the 
subjective explanation : image of the doctrine, which is impressed on the 
heart (Kypke). Following Theodore of Mopsuestia, Oecumenius, Calvin, 
Grotius, Calovius, and many others, Reiche (as also Olshausen, Reithmayr 
and Krehl) take rézoc in the sense of exemplar, ideal which the doctrine holds 
up, consequently in that of the ethical rule, which as model of life is con- 
tained in the Gospel (dday).1_ This is in harmony neither with the iraxoberw 
nor with the cic dv raped. Unsuitable to the former is also the interpreta- 
tion of Beza and others, to which Tholuck inclines, that the evangelical 
doctrine is ‘‘ quasi instar typi cujusdam, cui veluti immittamur, ut ejus fig- 
urae conformemur.” Van Hengel understands iryxotcate in the sense of 
obedience toward God, and sic as quod attinet at; Paul in his view says : 
‘‘obedivistis Deo ad sequendam quam profiteri edocti estis doctrinae for- 
mam.” This form of doctrine, to which the Romans were directed at the 
founding of their church, had been, he conceives, probably more Judaistic 
than purely Pauline. But against the absolute interpretation of txyxotc. 
see above ; while the assumption of a rioc didayge not truly Pauline is ir- 
reconcilable with the expression of thanksgiving, and is not supported by 
Phil. i. 15, a passage which is to be explained from the peculiar situation 
of the Apostle. We may add that Paul aptly specializes the éraxo#—which 
was set forth in the major, in ver. 16, quite generally (as obedience to God 
in general)—at the subsumption in the minor, ver. 17, as obedience to his 
Gospel. — naped60.] rHv tov Ocod BofOerav aivirrerat, Chrysostom. The refer- 
ence to God, which is also to be observed for the passives in ver. 18, is 
plain from ydpic 76 Oe. That it is not to be taken as middle (to yield them- 
selves, so Fritzsche) is shown by the same passives in ver. 18. Tlapadidopr 
either with the dative or with eic, in the sense of delivering over to the dis- 
posal and power of another, is very current everywhere in Greek literature 
(Judith x. 15 ; Rom. i. 26 ; Xen. Hell. 1, 7, 3; Dem. 515, 6, 1187, 5) ; but 
whether in a hostile sense or not, is conveyed not by the expression itself, 
but simply by the context. To the expression itself the abolition of one’s 
own self-determination is essential. So also here. The Christian has at 
his conversion ceased to be swi juris, and has been given over to the morally 
regulative power of the Gospel.? 

Ver. 18. ‘‘But, freed from sin, ye have become servants of righteous- 
ness.” This is not to be regarded as the conclusion from the two premisses, 
_ vv. 16, 17 (Riickert, Reiche), because ody is not used, and because substan- 


1So probably Chrysostom took it, who ep. p. 412 B: ot rémo ris radeias, p. 397 C: 
explains 60 rimos 7. didaxijs by dpdas Shv Kai rim rhs Aékews, Jamblichus /.c. 23 : rov rumor 
HeTa Toditeias apiorys. SoalsoTheophylact. rhs dudacKxadias, Isoc. Antid. 186: 6 rimos THS 

2On tvmos diSax7%s comp. Jamblichus, de ¢rAogodias. ' 
Pythag. vit. 16: tis madevcews 6 Tiros, Plat. 
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tially the same thought was already contained in ver. 17. Paul rather ex- 
presses once more the happy change in his readers just described ; and does 
so in a thoughtfully chosen antithetical form, no longer however dependent 
on 67, but independent and thus more emphatic (hence a colon is, with 
Lachmann, to be inserted before éAev6.). But he leaves the reader to draw 
for himself the conclusion, namely : this 7 yévorro is therefore fully justified. 
— The dé is the autem of continuation ; the transition, however, is not from 
activity (iryxobcate) to passiveness (Hofmann, comp. Th. Schott), for the 
latter is already given in rapeddé6yre, but from the state of the case expressed 
in ver. 17 to a striking specification, in a more precise form, of the revolution 
in the relation of service, which was accomplished in them. — a76 r. ayapr. | 
that is, from the relation of slavery to it. — édovd. rH dixatoc.| ye have been 
placed in the slave-relation to righteousness ; a representation of the complete 
dependence on the moral necessity of being righteous, implied in conversion. 
On the dative comp. 1 Cor. ix. 19 ; Tit. ii. 3; 2 Pet. 11.19. TZhis slavery, 
where the d:xacoctvy is the mistress, is consequently the true moral freedom 
(éAevOeporperéc dé 7) apeth, Plat. Alc. I. p. 185 C.). Comp. the similar para- 
dox in 1 Cor. vii. 22. 

Ver. 19. Paul had, in vv. 16-18, represented the idea of the highest 
moral freedom—in a form corresponding indeed with its nature as a moral 
necessity (‘‘ Deo servire vera libertas est,” Augustine), but still borrowed 
from human relations—as dovieia. He now therefore, not to justify himself, 
but to induce his readers to separate the idea from the form, announces 
the fact: that, and the reason why, he thus expresses himself regarding the 
loftiest moral idea in this concrete fashion, derived from an ordinary human 
relation. J speak (in here making mention of slavery, vv. 16-18) what is 
human (belonging to the relations of the natural human life) on account of 
the (intellectual) weakness of your flesh, i.e. in order thereby to come to the 
help of this your weakness. [See Note LXXIV. p. 255.] For the setting 
forth of the idea in some such sensuous form is the appropriate means of 
stimulating and procuring its apprehension in the case of one, whose knowl- 
edge has not yet been elevated by divine enlightenment to a higher plat- 
form of strength and clearness released from such human forms. Respecting 
avOparwvov see the examples in Wetstein. It is the antithesis of @eiov, Plat. 
Rep. p. 497 C. The expression xara avOpwrov Aéyo in ch. iii. 5 is in sub- 
stance equivalent, since dvpérwov also necessarily indicates the form and 
dress employed for the idea, for whose representation the Apostle has 
uttered what is human. The odpé, however, 7.e. the material human nature 
in its psychical determination, as contrasted with the divine pneumatic in- 
fluence (comp. on iv. 1), is weak for religious and moral discernment, as well 
as for good (Matt. xxvi. 41) ; hence the cogia capkuxh (2 Cor. i. 12) is foolish- 
ness with God (1 Cor. iii. 19). Others, taking it not of intellectual weak- 
ness, but of moral weakness, refer it to what follows (Origen, Chrysostom, 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Calvin, Estius, Hammond, Wetstein, and others, in- 
cluding Klee, Reithmayr, and Bisping), in the sense: ‘‘I do not demand 
what is too hard (av@pér., comp. 1 Cor. x. 18) ; for although I might re- 
quire a far higher degree of the new obedience, yet I require only the same 
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as ye have formerly rendered to sin.”’ But the following domep . . . . obTa 
introduces not the equality of the degree, but, as is plain from ver. 20, only 
the comparison in general between the former and the present state. Be- 
sides, the demand itself, which by this interpretation would only concern 
a lower stage of Christian life, would be inappropriate to the morally ideal 
character of the whole hortatory discourse, which is not injured by the con- , 
crete figurative form. This remark also applies to the dismembering ex- 
planation of Hofmann (comp. Th. Schott), who makes avOpdrwwov Aéyw form 
a parenthesis, and then connects dia tiv aoféverav 7. capKoc byov with édov- 
2O0nre TH Suxacoobvy, SO that the thought would be : the weakness of our in- 
born nature gives occasion that our translation into the life of righteousness 
is dealt with as an enslavement thereto, while otherwise it would be simply 
restoration to the freedom of doing our own will ; according to this weak- 
ness what is right is not done freely of itself, but in the shape of a service. 
But how could Paul have so degraded the moral loftiness of the position of 
the dovrwbévtec ty dixavcoobvy! To him they were indeed the doviufévtec 76 
Oc@ (ver. 22), and in his estimation there was nothing morally more exalted 
than to be dovdoc Ocov, as Christ Himself was. The Christian has put on 
Christ in this respect also (Gal. iii. 27), and lives in the spirit of the holiest 
freedom (2 Cor. iii. 17 f.) ; his subjection to the service of dixacoobvy has not 
taken place on account of his inborn nature incapacitating him for moral 
freedom (as though it were a measure of compulsion) ; but on the contrary 
he has put off the morally weak old man, and so he lives as a new creature 
—by means of the newness of the spirit, and in virtue of his communion 
in the resurrection-life of Christ—in the condition of righteousness, which 
Paul has here under the designation of bondage, accommodating himself by 
the ordinary human expression to the natural weakness of the understanding, 
brought into contrast with the having been freed from sin. — domep ydp x.T.A. | 
Practical assigning of a reason for the proposition just affirmed av6purivec 
in ver. 18, in the form of a concrete demand. In opposition to Hofmann, 
who (at variance with his own interpretation of xiii. 6 !) declares it impos- 
sible to clothe the assigning of a reason in the dress of an exhortation, see 
Bauemlein, Partik. p. 86. Heb. xii. 3 (see Delitzsch) is to be taken in the 
sameway ; comp. Jamesi. 7 ; and see on 1 Cor. i. 26. Hence : Sor, as ye have 
placed your members at the disposal, etc., so now place, etc. Since the discourse 
proceeds indeed in the same figurative manner, but yet so that it now as- 
sumes the hortatory form, avOpamwov . . . . aapkd¢ dav is not to be put ina 
parenthesis, but with Fritzsche, Lachmann, and Tischendorf, to be separated 
from dorep by a period. —r axabapoia x. TH avopic] The two exhaust the 
notion of dyapria (ver. 18), so that axa. characterizes sin as morally defiling 
the man (see on i. 24), and dvou. (1. John iii. 4) as a violation of the divine 
law.? — lc rv avop.] on behalf of antagonism to law, in order that it may be 
established (in facto). The interpretation si¢ 7d émumAéov avopeir, Theophylact 
(so also Oecumenius, Erasmus, Luther, Grotius, Kéllner, Ewald, and 


1§0 also probably Theodoret: TH dvcer cwHmate Kivodpeva wadn. 
MEeTpa THY wapaiveow* olda yap Ta ev TS PvATH 3 See Tittmann, Synon. p. 48. 
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others), is, in its practical bearing, erroneous, since it is only the yielding 
of the members to the principle of avouia that actually brings the latter 
into a conerete reality. — ic éycacusv] in order to attain holiness (1 Cor. i. 30 ; 
1 Thess. iv. 3 f. 7 ; 2 Thess. ii. 13), moral purity and consecration to God. 
To be an dyoc in mind and walk—that goal of Christian development—is 
the aim of the man, who places his members at the disposal of dixasocbyy as 
ruler over him. The word dycacuéc is found only in the LXX., Apocr. and 
in the N. T. (in the latter it is always holiness, not sanctification,’ even in 
1 Tim. ii. 15 ; Heb. xii. 14 ; 1 Pet. i. 2), but not Greek writers.? ‘Aytaopdy 
stands without the article, because this highest moral goal is conceived of 
qualitatively. 

Vv. 20-22. [See Note LXXV. p. 255.] With yap Paul does not introduce 
an illustration to ver. 19 (Fritzsche), but rather—secing that ver. 20 through 
oby in ver. 21, as well as through the correlative antithesis in ver. 22, must 
necessarily form a connected whole in thought with what follows till the 
end of ver. 22—the motive for complying with what is enjoined in ver. 19 ; 
and that in such a way, that he first of all prepares the way for it by ver. 20, 
and then in ver. 21 f., leading on by ow, actually expresses it, equally impres- 
sively and touchingly, as respects its deterrent (ver. 21) and inviting (ver. 
22) aspects. The fact that he first sets down ver. 20 Sor itself, makes the 
recollection which he thus calls up more forcible, more tragic. Observe also 
the emphasis and the symmetrical separation of the several words in ver. 20. 
— éhevO. ire th Suxatoc.] Ye were free in relation to righteousness, in point of 
fact independent of its demands, since ye were serving the opposite ruler 
(the duapria). Ovd2 yap dievéuere tHe dovaeiac Tov Tpdrov TH SiKacoobyy Kal Th duap- 
Tig, GAN bduc éavrode éedidore tH Tovnpia, Chrysostom. A sad truth based on 
experience ! not a flight of irony (Koppe, Reiche, Philippi, and others), but 
full of deep moral pain. — Ver. 21. oty] in consequence of this freedom. — 
Tima. . . . émacxbvecbe is with Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Castalio, Beza, 
Calvin, Grotius, Estius, Wetstein, Bengel, and others, including Winer, 
Reiche (but see below), Fritzsche, Jatho, and Hofmann, (but see below)— 
in harmony with the punctuation of the text. rec.—to be regarded as 
one connected question [See Note LXXVI. p. 256], so that the reason to 
be given for replying in the negative sense to this question is then con- 
tained in 1d yap rédoc éxeivwr Odvaroc ; namely, thus: what fruit, now, had 
ye then (when ye were still in the service of sin, etc., ver. 20) of things, 
on account of which ye are now ashamed ? i.e. ye had then no fruit, no moral 
gain, etc., and the proof thereof is : Jor the final result of them (those 
things) is death. What leads at last to death, could bring you no moral 
gain. For the grammatical explanation éxeivwv is to be supplied before ég’ 
oi¢ (which in fact is perfectly regular, Winer, p. 149 [E. T. 158]), and to 
this the éxeivev in the probative clause refers. Regarding éraoy. éré rive, 
to be ashamed over anything (not merely of the being put to shame by the 


1 In opposition to Hofmann, on ver. 22. Spirit. Comp. Ritschl, altkath. K. pD. 82. 
But to the Christian consciousness it is 7In Dion. Hal. i. 21, it is a false reading, 
self-evident that holiness can only be at- as also in Diod. iy. 39, 
tained under the influence of: the Holy : 
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fact of something not proving to be what we thought it, as Th. Schott weakens 
the sense) comp. Xen. Hell. v. 4, 33 : éni rH qjuerépg giria aio xvv0yc, Plat. Rep. 
p. 396 C: obk aioxvveiofa ext TH ToLabTy puuhoet, LXX. Is. xx. 5, i. 293 1 
Macc. iv. 31; also Dem. 426, 10. Reiche makes the double mistake of 
very arbitrarily referring é9’ oi¢ to xaprév, which is to be taken collectively ; 
and of explaining xaprov éyew as meaning to bring forth fruit (which would 
be x. woveiv, gépewv), 80 that the sense would be : ‘¢what deeds, on account 
of which ye are now ashamed, proceeded from your service of sin?” Hof- 
mann, resolving the expression into éx? robrouw a viv éxacxbveote, wishes 
to take é7i in the well-known sense of addition to, so that Paul asks : ‘‘ what 
fruit had ye then over and above those things of which ye are now ashamed ?” 
those things being the former disgraceful enjoyments, with which they now 
desired to have nothing further todo. But how could the reader think of 
such enjoyments without any hint being given by the text ? And how arbi- 
trary in this particular place is that interpretation of é7i, especially when the 
verb itself is compounded with é7i, and that in the sense : to be ashamed 
thereupon, and accordingly indicates how éq’ oi¢ is to be resolved and proper- 
ly understood !! Many others (Syriac, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, 
Theophylact, Erasmus, Luther, Melanchthon, Erasmus Schmid, Heumann, 
Carpzov, Koppe, Tholuck undecidedly, Riickert, K6llner, de Wette, Ols- 
hausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Lachmann, Tischendorf, Philippi, Reithmayr, 
Ewald, van Hengel, and Th. Schott) end the question with rére, so that é¢’ 
olc viv éraucy. becomes the answer, of which again rd yap réA. éx av. is the 
proof: ‘what sort of fruit had ye then? Things (ye had as fruit) of which 
yeare now ashamed ; for the end of them is death.” Kaprév is likewise regard- 
ed as a figurative description either of gain or reward (‘‘ignoble and perni- 
cious joys and pleasures,” Ewald), or of actions, which are the penal conse- 
quence of reprobate sentiments. But fatal to all this explanation, which 
breaks up the passage, is the antithesis in ver. 22, where the having of" ‘fruit, 
not its quality, is opposed to the preceding ; if Paul had inquired in ver. 21 
regarding the quality of the fruit, he must have used in ver. 22 some such 
expression as vuvi dé. . . . Tov dysacpov éxete Tov Kaprov buav. Besides, we 
cannot well see why he should not have written either rivac xaprote or é¢’ 9 
and éxeivov ; he would by annexing the plurals, though these were in them- 
selves admissible on account of the collective nature of xapréc, have only ex- 
pressed himself in a fashion obscure and misleading. Finally, it is to be 
observed that he never attributes xaprév or xaprotc to immorality ; he attrib- 
utes to it pya (Gal. v. 19), but uses xapréc only of the good ; he speaks of 
the xaprd¢ Tov rvetparoc, Gal. v. 22 ; of the xapro¢ tov garoc, Eph. v. 9 ; of the 
kaprro¢ Sixaoobyyc, Phil. i. 11 ; of the apr. épyov, Phil. i. 22 ; comp. Rom. i. 13; 
in fact he negatives the idea of xapréc in reference to evil, when he describes . 
the épya rob oxéroue as dxapra, Eph. v. 11 ; comp. Tit. iii. 14. With this type of 
conception our interpretation alone accords, by which in the question riva 
kaprov x.7.2. (comp. 1 Cor. ix. 18) there is contained the negation of xapro¢ in 


1 See generally on émi with the dative, as —_ tion, Kiihner, II. 1, p. 436, and with aicxvy. 
specifying the ground with verbs of emo- _II. 2, p. 381, rem. 6, 
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the service of sin, the dxaproy elva. The most plausible objection to our 
explanation is this, that in accordance with it é9’ ole viv éraio x. becomes merely 
an incidental observation. But an incidental observation may be of great 
weight in its bearing on the matter in hand. It is so here, where it contains 
a trenchant argumentative point in favour of replying in a negative sense to 
the question. Calvin aptly says: ‘non poterat gravius exprimere quod 
volebat, quam appellando eorum conscientiam et quasi in eorum persona 
pudorem confitendo.” Compare also Chrysostom. — éxeivor| neuter: those 
things, on account of which ye are now ashamed, the pre-Christian sins and 
vices. Bengel well remarks : ‘‘ remote spectat praeterita.” — Oavaroc] death, 
i.e. the eternal death, whose antithesis is the Cw? aiavioc, ver. 23; not the 
physical (Fritzsche), comp. on ver. 16. —The Hév before yap (see the crit. 
remarks) does not correspond to the following 6é ; on the contrary, we must 
translate : for the end indeed (which however excludes every fruit) is death.! 
Ver. 22. vei dé x.7.2.] But now (ye are no longer without fruit, as formerly ; 
no, now) ye possess your fruit unto holiness, so that its possession has as its 
consequence holiness for you (zi¢ consecutive). The aylaoude is consequently 
not the fruit (the moral gain) itself, which they already have (that would also 
be at variance with otrw viv rapacr.... . ei¢ dycaoudv in ver. 19), but the 
state, which the ixew of their fruit shallin future bring about. The Sruit itself 
—and xapréc is to be taken, quite as in ver. 21, as ethical product—is con- 
sequently the new, Christian morality (comp. the kavvérye Cwy¢ In ver. 4), the 
Christian virtuous nature which belongs to them (judy), and the possession 
of which leads by the way of progressive development to holiness. — rd 63 
téAog Cony aidv.| as the final result however (of this your fruit) eternal life in 
the kingdom of Messiah. This possession is now as yet an ideal one (viii. 
24). Hofmann erroneously takes 7 dé réAoc adverbially (1 Pet. iii. 8 ; comp. © 
on 1 Cor. xv. 24), which is impossible after ver. 21, in accordance with 
which the word must here also be the emphatic substantive, the finale of the 
xapréc ; hence also Cum aidvov is dependent not on eic (Hofmann), but on 
éxete. — The circumstance, moreover, that Paul in ver. 22 Says dovAwh. TH OeG 
while in ver. 18 he has said édov4. ri Jdicavoobvy, is rightly illustrated by 
Grotius : ‘‘ qui bonitati rebusque honestis servit, et Deo servit, quia Deus 
hoc semper amavit et in evangelio apertissime praccepit.” Comp. xii. 2. 
And precisely therein lies the true freedom, 1 Pet. ii. 16 ; John viii. 36. 
Ver. 23. Ta dydwa] the wages. Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 7 ; Luke iii. 14. ’0yd- 
vov Kupiag AéyeTas. Td TOig OTpaTLTaLe Tapa Tod BacLAgwc dedouévov oitnpéovov, The- 
ophylact.* The plural, more usual than the singular, is explained by the 
various elements that constituted the original natural payments, and by the 
coins used in the later money wages. — The wages which sin gives stands in 
reference to ver. 18, where the dyapria is presented as a ruler, to whom the 
subjects tender their members as weapons, for which they receive their 
allowance ! — Oéveroc] as in ver. 22. — rd d8 xXapioua tT. Ocod] Paul does not say 
ra oda here also (‘‘ vile verbum,” Erasmus), but characterizes what God 


’ See Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 414, Winer, 7Comp. Photius, 367. See Lobeck, ad 
p. 584 f [E. T. 575]. Phryn. p. 420. 
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gives for wages as what it is in its specific nature—a gift of grace, which is 
no avritadavtevecba (Theodoret). To the Apostle, in the connection of his 
system of faith and doctrine, this was very natural, even without the sup- 
position of any special design (in order—it has been suggested—to afford no 
encouragement to pride of virtue or to confiding in one’s own merit). — év 
Xpiot@ x.7.A.] In Christ is the causal basis, that the ydpiopua tr. Ocod is eter- 
nal life ; a triumphant conclusion as in v. 21 ; comp. viii. 39. 


Norres py AMERICAN EpIror. 
LXIV. Ver. 1. éripévopev rH duaprtia, 


To make the defence of his doctrine as the truth complete, the Apostle was 
obliged, not only to establish it by direct proofs, but also to meet the objec- 
tions which might naturally arise. There were two of these which he must 
have often encountered, and which, in this Ep., he anticipates and answers. 
The first is the one presented in all ages against the doctrine—namely, that it 
tends toward immorality. As justification does not rest upon works, as for- 
giveness is always ready for the sinner who trusts in Christ, and as the abound- 
ing of sin causes grace to abound still more, will not the believer be careless 
about sinning, and even disposed to continue in sin? The second objection 
was peculiar to the age when the Judaistic views were held and the relation of 
the Jews to the old covenant was still pressed—namely, did not the doctrine 
of faith, which excluded all unbelieving Jews from salvation, involve unfaith- 
fulness of God to His promises given to His peculiar people? The Apostle con- 
siders the first of these objections in chaps. vi.—viii., and the second in chaps. 
ix.-xi. He limits himself to the two, because he regarded them, probably, as 
containing in substance the sum of what could be urged against the faith- 
system. 


LXV. Ver. 2. oiftivec drebdvouev tH dyaptia. 


The aorist tense points to the time of entrance upon the Christian life. 
According to the doctrine of faith, the relation of the man to sin terminates at 
the moment of conversion. He dies, so far forth as sin is concerned, at that 
moment. Hence it is contrary to the very idea of the doctrine, that he should 
continue to live insin. This thought is emphatically repeated in ver. 3 ff., as 
connected with the figure of burial and resurrection, and with that of cruci- 
fixion. It will be observed that Paul is considering the doctrine, and presenting 
the evidence that it does not tend towards immorality, and not describing 
ordinary experience. The ideal of Christian living involves dying absolutely to 
the old life, as soon as the new one begins. In ver, 12 f. he exhorts the 
readers to live in accordance with the ideal standard. 


LXVI. Ver. 4, ovverddnpev ody aire. 


It does not seem to be necessary to regard ovverdgnuev as referring to bap- 
tism by immersion. It may be that the thought of burial, being naturally 
suggested by that of death, is added only for the purpose of emphasis. It is 
clear, however, that, if it has this reference, the use of the verb is more fully 
and satisfactorily accounted for, and not improbably, to say the least, there is 
an allusion to this mode of baptizing. 
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LXVII. Ver. 6. 1d cdma rig duapriac. 


The explanation of 1d oaya tij¢ duaptiac given by Meyer seems to be the most 
natural and satisfactory one. The body, according to the view of Paul, is evi- 
dently not evil in itself. On the other hand, it is an instrument which may be 
used either in the service of sin or of God. As the man dies to sin without 
dying in the ordinary sense, so his body is destroyed, so far forth as it be- 
longs to sin and is given up to its control, without being actually destroyed. 
This view makes the words correspond with the thought or phraseology of the 
Apostle elsewhere (cf. vv. 12, 13, also vii. 24, etc.). It also brings dyapria, as 
no other explanation does, into accordance with the use of the word through- 
out this section of the Epistle—sin being, in many instances, evidently per- 
sonified as a master (cf. e.g. vi. 12, 13, 16, vii. 14, 17, 23). 


LXVIII. Ver. 7. dedixaiwra: amd ti¢ duapriac. 


Godet, who holds the same view of ver. 7 with Meyer, says that ‘ d:caotobar 
signifies, in this connection, to be free from blame in case of disobedience 
to be legally entitled not to obey;’’ and he adds that the meaning of the 
Apostle is, ‘‘ One who is dead, no longer having a body to put at the service of 
sin, is now legally exempted from carrying out the wishes of that master, who 
till then had freely disposed of him. Suppose a dead slave : it will be vain 
for his master to order him to steal, to lie, or to kill. He will be entitled to 
answer, My tongue, hands, and feet no longer obey me. How, then, could he 
be taken to task for refusing to serve?’ Gifford, Beet, Sanday, and others, 
among the most recent commentators, regard dzo@avev as having the physical 
sense. Gifford views the sentence as containing ‘‘the general maxim, that 
death puts an end to all bondage.’’ Beet says that dsc. here means to make 
righteous. ‘‘ Death separates a man even from his sins. The thief and the 
murderer will steal and kill no more. By death they have been forcibly made 
righteous. The statement of this ver. is implied in a still wider one, viz., that 
death separates a man completely from his former life. Whatever he was be- 
' fore, by death he ceases to be.”” Sanday renders by ‘‘absolved,’’ and adds, 
‘«The dead man is no longer liable to have the charge of sin brought against 
him.” 

LXIX. Ver. 14. 0d ydp éore bd vépuor, 


The question, What is the meaning of the words not under the law ? may be 
answered by noticing the connection with the next preceding (v. 20), and the 
next following (vii. 1-6) statements in respect to the law. V. 20 presents the law 
as causing the offence to abound ; vii. 1-6 sets forth the same idea substantially 
(cf. esp. ver. 5). The pointing of both alike is toward a kindred sense here. 
Moreover, the connection in thought (whatever may be said of the immediate 
grammatical sequence of the sentences), between this verse and vii. 1, shows 
the writer’s conception to be, that the lordship of sin ceases for the believer 
because that of the law ceases ; that the latter ceases because the man, through 
his union with Christ, dies, so far as the law is concerned ; and that, thus dy- 
ing, the man serves sin as a slave no longer, but serves a new master with 
newness of spirit. The reference in this verse is, therefore, to the legal system, 
as working naturally towards the dominion of the sin-power. The develop- 
ment of the thought suggested by these words is suspended, by reason of the 


254 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS, 


question of ver. 15, until the seventh chapter. It is there presented in the first 
six verses, which by their statements and expressions lead to the inquiry of 
vii. 7, founded upon the earlier part of ver. 20. That this view of vi. 14 makes 
it anticipate the thought of chap. vii. and renders vi. 15-23 substantially, or 
at least in a sense, parenthetical, is, when the progress of the discourse is 
rightly apprehended, no valid objection to it. The Apostle arrests his thought 
for the moment, as it occurs to him that the same question may be asked in - 
view of what he is saying, which was raised in the first verse. 


LXX. Ver. 15. ri civ; duaptnowper k.T.A. 


On ver. 15 Philippi says : ‘As from the doctrine of grace abounding through 
sin abounding, v. 20, the inference might be drawn that it is good to continue 
in sin that grace may be multiplied, so the statement of 14b might awaken 
the idea that with freedom from the law license is given to sin. This idea 
the Apostle repels with the utmost energy. But yet he does not here so much 
‘develop the inner psychological impossibility of the legal state fostering and 
furthering righteousness, and of the state of grace fostering and furthering 
sin, as rather again remind of a matter-of-fact relation into which his readers . 
through faith in the gospel have entered. As baptism into Christ’s death me- 
diates the death of the old and the rising of the new man (ver. 3 ff.), so is 
freedom from the law, in point of fact, a bondage to righteousness, the domin- 
ion of grace a freedom from sin.’’ This is the correct view of the passage, 
and thus there is a certain parallelism between these verses and ver. 1 ff., al- 
though the relation to sin and righteousness is set forth by a new figure—that 
of slavery and freedom, instead of that of dying and living. 


LXXI. Ver. 16. doidoi gore © braxotere. 


Weiss ed. Mey. holds that the emphasis is not on dovdo: alone (as moyer 
maintains), but also on the relative clause, as indicated by the repetition of ©, 
and by the following alternative. The idea conveyed, accordingly, is that the 
man is a slave of the one master or the other, and also that the particular 
slavery, by reason of the very fact that the man surrenders himself in obedi- 
ence to one only, is exclusive of any other. Both of these suggestions are 
probably contained in the words, but the principal emphasis is on dovAc, and, 
indeed, this word carries in itself the thought of entire and exclusive sur- 
render. 


LXXII. Ver. 16. dywapriag eig Odvarov. 


Weiss regards @4varoc here as meaning physical death. Godet, Gifford, and 
others urge against this view, as Meyer does, that this death befalls the ser- 
vants of righteousness. But Weiss answers that physical death, when, as in 
the case of these, there # a resurrection to eternal life, ceases to be the punish- 
ment of sin. Where there is no such awakening, however, it becomes eternal 
death, and so there is nothing in the word which contradicts the idea that 
obedience to sin leads to the latter. Godet holds that the meaning is, ‘‘death 
in the sense of moral corruption, and consequently of separation from God 
here and hereafter.” Beet says, ‘the death of body and soul;” Gifford, 
«eternal death ;? Shedd, “death physical, spiritual, and eternal.” Hodge 
says, ver. 16, ‘ spiritual and eternal ;’’ ” ver, 21, ‘‘death of the soul, final and 
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hopeless perdition.” The argument for Weiss’s view here is much weaker than 
it is for the same view in vv. 12-19. 


LXXIII. Vv. 17, 18. ydpic 7H Oe@ dre Are dovAos k.7.A. 


The thought of vv. 17, 18 seems to be involved in the contrast of re dov/Ao 
Tie du. and édovAdOnre TH Oux.—as if the form of the sentence were the follow- 
ing: ‘‘that your slavery to sin is a thing of the past [this is the force of the 
emphatic 772], and that, having yielded obedience from the heart to that form 
of teaching whereunto you were delivered [i.e. the Pauline gospel, with its 
doctrine of grace and faith], and being thereby made free from sin as a master, 
you came into [the aorist tenses pointing to the time of conversion] the rela- 
tion of bond-servants to righteousness.” As there must be service to one or 
the other, and as the former service is ended in the case of the believer, and 
the new one begun, the Christian doctrine, which teaches this, cannot en- 
courage sin. It must, on the other hand, direct the man who accepts it—as 
in vv. 19, 20—to present his members for service to righteousness, now that 
he has become a Christian (and to do it at once and once for all), as fully and 
without reserve as, in his former life, he presented them to sin; and how 
fully he did this he may know from his own experience, for, when he was the 
slave of sin, he was altogether free as related to righteousness (ver. 19). 


LXXIV. Ver. 19. avOpdriwov Aéyw 61d tHv dobéverav TIC oapKoc. 


avOpérwov corresponds substantially with xara dvOpwrov, and refers to the 
figures of slavery and freedom derived from ordinary human life, which are 
used to describe the relations to sin and righteousness, did T. aoO. T. capKoc 
probably refers to the intellectual, not the moral, weakness of the readers, and 
is to be explained in connection with the thought that we must represent 
moral and spiritual ideas in earthly figures, or with Meyer’s suggestion that 
‘the odp§&, as the material human nature in its psychical determination, is weak 
for religious discernment.’’ The reference to moral weakness, which Weiss 
ed. Mey., Godet, and some other recent writers favor, does not seem to be well 
founded. That the suggestion of the figure of bondage comes, as Godet con- 
jectures, from the feeling sometimes arising in the Christian mind that perfect 
righteousness is an exacting and harsh master, and that it is employed, on the 
other hand, as Weiss intimates, because of the tendency to press Christian 
freedom even to libertinism, are suppositions of which no hint whatever is 
found in the context. The Apostle is only presenting the idea of bondage as 
showing that the man who comes under the new master cannot remain in the 
service of the old one. These writers connect the words with what precedes. 
The view of those writers, who make them refer to moral weakness, but connect 
them with the following sentence, is sufficiently answered in Meyer’s remarks. 


LXXV. Ver. 21. riva obv xdprop x.T.A. 


The turn of thought is at ver. 21, ver. 20 being connected (see note LXXII1.) 
with ver. 19. This connection is not disproved by what Meyer suggests. The 
obv of ver. 21 shows, indeed, that the Apostle is led to present the question of 
that verse by his thought of their former condition, which is refcrred to in the 
words of ver, 20, as, also, it is in vv. 17,19. But the question itself turns the 
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reader’s mind to the matter of results, giving this prominence as a new point. 
If the intention of the writer had been to make vv. 20-23, through the ydp of 
ver. 20, a ground of the exhortation of ver. 19—this ground being the issues 
on the two sides—he would more naturally have omitted the ody altogether, 
and arranged the construction in vv. 20, 21 as we find it in ver. 22. The pres- 
ence of ody (ver. 21), therefore, is rather an argument for, than against, uniting 
ver. 20 with ver. 19. The mere fact that ver. 22 is antithetical in its form of 
expression to ver. 20, does not, it may be added, prove their immediate con- 
nection, for this antithesis is found in the entire thought of the paragraph. 
Weiss ed. Mey. favors the connection of ver. 20 with ver. 19, as Meyer himself 
did in one of his earlier editions. 


LXXVI. Ver. 21. riva oiv . . . érascytveobe ; 


Westcott and Hort and Tregelles place the interrogation mark after éraoy., 
as Meyer does, Weiss ed. Mey. (and so Godet) agrees with Tischendorf in 
placing it after rére. The considerations presented by Meyer are forcible, and 
we may regard the arrangement favored by him as the more probable one. 
The possibility of the other, however, cannot be denied. R. V. and A. V. both 
read according to Meyer’s view. 


CHA?. Vil. 25 


~2 


CHAPTER VII. 


Ver. 6, droOavdvrec] Elz. reads arofavévroc, which was introduced as a con- 
jecture by Beza, without critical evidence, solely on account of some misunder- 
stood words of Chrysostom (see Mill, Bengel, Appar., and especially Reiche, 
Comment. crit. I. p. 50 ff.). The arofavévrec, adopted by Griesb. Matth. Lachm. 
Scholz, and Tisch., following Erasmus and Mill, is the reading inABCK L 
P 8, min., and most vss. and Fathers, DEFG Vulg. It. codd. in Ruf. and 
Latin Fathers read rod @avdrov. Preferred by Reiche. But especially when 
we consider its merely one-sided attestation (the Oriental witnesses are want- 
ing), it seems to be a gloss having a practical bearing (see ver. 5) on rod vduov 
which has dispossessed the participle regarded as disturbing the construction. — 
Ver. 13. yéyove] Lachm. and Tisch. (8), following ABC DEP 8, 47, 73, 80, 
Method. Damase. read éyévero. Some Latin codd. have est. F G have no verb 
at all. With the preponderance, thus all the more decisive, of the witnesses 
which favour éyévero, it is to be preferred, — Ver. 14. capxixdc] The odpkivog 
adopted by Griesb. Lachm. Scholz, and Tisch. is attested by ABCDEFG 
*, min., and several Fathers. For this reason, and because the ending «é¢ was 
easily suggested by the preceding mvevyatixdc, as in general capxixé¢ Was more 
familiar to the copyists (xv. 27; 1 Cor. ix. 11 ; 2 Cor. x. 4; 1 Pet. ii. 11) than 
cdpkuvoc (2 Cor. iii. 3), the latter is to be assumed as the original reading. — Ver. 
17. oixovca] Tisch. (8) reads évocxotca, which would have to be received, if it 
were attested in more quarters than by B &. — Ver. 18. ody etpicnw] A B C 8, 47, 
67**, 80, Copt. Arm. Procl. in Epiph. Method. Cyr. codd. Gr. ap. Aug. have 
merely ob. Approved by Griesb.; adopted by Lachm. and Tisch. But if there 
had been a gloss, the supplement would have been rapdxecrau. The omission 
on the other hand is explained by the copyist’s hurrying on from OYX to the 
OY at the beginning of ver. 19. — Ver. 20. 0éAw éyo] Since éyo is wanting in BC 
D EFG, min., Arm. Vulg. It. and several Fathers, but is found in 219, Clem. 
after rovro, in Chrys. before od; and since it is, according to the sense and the 
analogy of vv. 15, 19, inappropriate, it has rightly been deleted by Lachm. and 
Fritzsche, and is to be regarded asa mechanical addition from what immediately 
follows. If éyé were original (and had been omitted in accordance with 
vv. 15, 19), it must have had the emphasis of the contrast, which however it 
has not. — Ver. 25. ebyapiord] Lachm. and Tisch, read ydpuc, which Griesb. also 
approved of, following B and several min., vss. and Fathers, Fritzsche reads 
yapic dé in accordance with C**, &**, min., Copt. Arm. and Fathers. Both 
are taken from the near, and, in the connection of ideas, analogous vi. 17 (not 
ebyap. from i. 8). The reading  xyépic tr. Ocod (D E and some Fathers), or 
# x. T. kupiov (F G), is manifestly an alteration, in order to make the answer 
follow the preceding question. 


Vv. 1-6. The Christian is not under the Mosaic law ; but through his 
fellowship in the death of Christ he has died to the law, in order to belong to the 
Risen One and in this new union to lead a life consecrated to God. 
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Ver. 1.' "H ayvocire] Paul certainly begins now the detailed illustration, 
still left over, of ov ydp éore, vi. 14 ; but he connects his transition to it with 
what immediately precedes, as is clear from the nature of 7 (comp. Vi. 3). 
[See Note LX XVII. p. 289.] - Nevertheless the logical reference of # ayvoeire 
is not to be sought possibly in the previous 76 kvpiy judv, with which the 
following xvpetec is here correlative (Reiche), since that xvpiw has in fact no 
essential importance at all and is for the progress of the thought immaterial ; 
but rather in the leading idea last expressed (ver. 22), and established (ver. 
23), namely, that the Christian, freed from the service of sin and become the ser- 
vant of God, has his fruit to holiness, and, as the final result, eternal life. 
This proposition could not be truth, if the Christian were not free from the 
law and did not belong to the Risen Christ instead, etc., vv. 1-6. — adeAgoi] 
address to the readers collectively (comp. i. 13), not merely to the Jewish 
Christians (Toletus, Grotius, Estius, Ch. Schmidt, and others, including 
Tholuck and Philippi), because in that case an addition must have been 
made excluding Gentile Christians, which however is so far from being con- 
tained in yvdéoxover, especially when it is without the article, that in the 
case of Christians generally the knowledge of the O. T. was of necessity to 
be presupposed ; see below. This applies also against Hofmann’s view, 
that Paul, although avoiding a specific express designation, has in view that 
portion of his readers, which had not been capable of the misconception 
indicated in ver. 15. This limitation also—and how easily could the adroit 
author of the Epistle have indicated it in a delicate way !—cannot be de- 
duced either from ddeAdgot or from yweoxover K.7.2. — yivdok. yap vou. 2.] jus- 
tifies the appeal to the readers’ own insight : for I speak to such as know 
the law. We may not infer from these parenthetical words, or from vv. 4-6, 
that the majority of the Roman congregation was composed of Jewish- Chris- 
tians ;? for, looking to the close connection subsisting between the Jewish 
and Gentile-Christian portions of the Church, to the custom borrowed 
from the synagogue of reading from the Old Testament in public, and to 
the necessary and essential relations which evangelical instruction and 
preaching sustained to the Old Testament so that the latter was the basis 
from which they started, the Apostle might designate his readers generally 
as y.vdokovtec Tov véuov, and predicate of them an acquaintance with the law. 
Comp. on Gal. iv. 21. The less need is there for the assumption of a pre- 
vious proselytism (de Wette, Beyschlag, and many others), with which 
moreover the adeAdé¢ addressing the readers in common is at variance ; comp. 
i. 18, viii. 12, x. 1, xi. 23, xii. 1, xv. 14, 30, xvi. 17. —6 véduoc] not every 
law (Koppe, van Hengel) ; nor the moral law (Gléckler) ; but the Mosaic, 
and that in the usual sense comprehending the whole ; not merely of the 
law of marriage (Beza, Toletus, Bengel, Carpzov, Chr. Schmidt ; comp. 


1 On the entire chapter, see Achelis in the we should not be able at all to see why 
Stud. u. Krit. 1863, p. 670 ff. Paul should have specially noticed it. 

2OQn the contrary, the inference would But as converted Gentiles the readers had be- 
be: If the Church had been a Jewish-Chris- come acquainted with the law. This also 
tian one, the ywéoxev vouov would in its applies against Holtzmann, Judenth. u. 
case have been so entirely self-evident, that Christenth, p. 783. 
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Olshausen). This is required by the theme of the discussion generally, and 
by the foregoing y:véok. y. vou. aro in particular. — roi avOpdrov] is not to 
be connected with 6 véuoc (Hammond, Clericus, Elsner, and Mosheim), but 
belongs, as the order of the words demands, to kupieter. — 2g’ ba0v xp. 64] For 
so long time as he liveth (ri as in Gal. iv. 1 in the sense of stretching over a 
period of time,’ the (personified) law is lord over the man who is subjected to 
it (rov avOp.). That 6 dvOpwro¢ is the subject to 6%, is decided by vv. 2, 3, 4. 
By the assumption of 6 véduo¢ as subject (Origen, Ambrosiaster, Erasmus, Vat- 
ablus, Grotius, Estius, Bengel, Koppe, and Flatt), in which case ¢% is. sup- 
posed to signify viget or valet (in spite of vv. 2, 3), the discourse is quite 
disarranged ; for Paul is not discussing the abrogation of the law, but the 
fact that the Christian as such is no longer under it. Nor do vv. 2, 3 re- 
" quire 6 véuoc as subject, because the point there illustrated is, that the death 
of the man (not of the law) dissolves the binding power of the law over 
him.?. The proposition in vi. 7 is similar, and presupposes this thought. 
To take Cyv as equivalent to Civ év capi (‘‘so long as the man continues to 
lead his old natural life, he is a servant of the law,” Philippi, also Umbreit), 
is quite opposed to the context : see Cavre and Cavroc in vv. 2, 8, with their 
antitheses. The emphasis, moreover, is not on (7 (Hofmann), but, as is 
shown by the very expression écov, on é¢’ bcov xpdvov, for the entire time, 
that he lives ; it does not lose its power over him sooner than when he dies ; 
so long as he is in life, he remains subject to it. If this is attended to and 
there is not introduced a wholly irrelevant ‘‘ only so long as he liveth,” the 
thought appears neither trivial nor disproportionate to the appeal to the legal 
knowledge of his readers. For there is a peculiarity of the véduoc in the fact, 
that it cannot have, like human laws, merely temporary force, that it cannot 
be altered or suspended, nor can one for a time be exempted from its con- 
trol, etc. No, so long as man’s life endures, the dominion of the vépo¢ over 
him continues.* Nor is the proposition incorrect (because that dominion 
ceases in the case of the believer, Philippi) ; for it simply contains a general 
rule of law, which, it is self-evident, refers to the &vOpwroc évvopog as such. 
If the Jew becomes a Christian, he dies as a Jew (ver. 4), and the rule in 
question is not invalidated. 

Ver. 2. [See Note LX XVIII. p. 289.] Concrete illustration of the propo- 
sition in ver. 1, derived from the relation of the law to marriage and 
its dissolution, which in the woman’s case can only take place through the 
death of the husband, so that it is only after that death has occurred that 
she may marry another. This example, as the tenor of the following text 
shows (in opposition to Hofmann), is selected, not because the legal ordi- 
nance in question was in its nature the only one that Paul could have 
employed, but because he has it in view to bring forward the union with 
Christ, which takes place after the release from the law, as analogous to 4 


1 See Bernhardy, p. 252; Comp. Niagels- ‘Targ. Ps. lxxxviii. 6 in Wetstein on ver. 3. 
bach, z. Wias, ii. 299, ed. 8, Ast, Lex. Plat. ¥ 3Comp. Th. Schott, p. 267; Hofmann 
p. 768. formerly held the right view (Schriftbew. TI. 

2Comp. Schabb. f. 151, 2: “postquam 1, p. 352). 
mortuus est homo, liber est a praeceptis ;” 
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new marriage, and does soin ver. 4. The illustration is only apparently 
(not really ; Usteri, Riickert, and even Umbreit in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1851, 
p. 643) awkward, in so far namely as the deceased and the person released 
from the law through the event of death are represented in it as different. 
This appearance drove Chrysostom and his followers to adopt the hypothesis 
of an inversion of the comparison ; thus holding that the law is properly 
the deceased party, but that Paul expressed himself as he has done out of 
consideration for the Jews (comp. Calvin and others), whereas Tholuck 
contents himself with the assumption of a (strange) pregnancy of expression 
which would include in the one side the other also ; and Umbreit regards 
“the irregularity in the change of person” as unavoidable. But the sem- 
blance of inappropriateness vanishes on considering kai tyeic in ver. 4 (see 
on that passage), from which it is plain that Paul in his illustration, ver. 2 f., 
follows the view, that the death of the husband implies (in a metaphorical 
sense by virtue of the union of the two spouses in one person, Eph. v. 28 ff.) 
the death of the woman also as respected her marriage relation, and con- 
sequently her release from the law, so far as it had bound her as a iavdpoc 
yuvh to her husband, so that she may now marry another, which previously she 
could not do, because the law does not cease to be lord over the man before he is 
dead. So in substance also Achelis 7.c. Consequently ver. 2 f. is not to be 
taken allegorically, but properly and concretely ; and it is only in ver. 4 that 
the allegorical application occurs. It has been allegorically explained, either 
so, that the wife signifies the soul and the husband the sin that has died with 
Christ (Augustine, comp. Olshausen) ; 07, that the wife represents humanity 
(or the church) and the husband the law, to which the former had been 
spiritually married (Origen, Chrysostom, Calvin, and others, including Klee, 
Reiche, and Philippi). But the former is utterly foreign to the theme of 
the text ; and the latter would anticipate the application in ver. 4. — 
iravdpoc| viro subjecta, married ; also current in later Greek authors, as in 
Polyb. x. 26, 3, Athen. ix. p. 888 C ; in the N. T. only here.’— 76 fav 
avdpi| to her (r@) living husband. (évrt has the emphasis, correlative to the 
é boov ypovov (@ in ver. 1. On déderac comp. 1 Cor. vii. 27. — véum] by the 
law. For by the law of Moses the right of dismissing the husband was not 
given to the wife.? Paul however leaves unnoticed the case of the woman 
through divorce ceasing to be bound to her husband (Deut. xxiv. 2);* regard- 
ing the matter, in accordance with his scope, only in such a way as not 
merely seemed to be the rule in the majority of cases, but also harmonized 
with the original ordinance of the Creator (Matt. xix. 8). — xarfpynrat aro rT. 
véuov tT. avdp.| [See Note LXXIX. p. 289.] that is, with respect to her hith- 
erto subsisting subordination under the law binding her to her husband she is 
absolved, free and rid of it. See on Gal. v.4. The Apostle thus gives 
expression to the thought lying at the basis of his argument, that with the 
decease of the husband the wife also has ceased to exist as respects her 


1 See Wetstein and Jacobs, ad Ae. N. A. 3 Kiddusch. f. 2, 1: “‘Mulier possidet se 
jii. 42. ipsam per libellum repudiit et per mortem 
2 Michaelis, Mos. R. § 120; Saalschiitz, p. mariti.” 
806 f. 
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legal connection with him ; in this legal relation, from which she is fully 
released, she is no longer existent. Comp. on azé 2 Cor. xi. 3. She is still 
there, but no longer as bound to that law, to which she died with the death 
of her husband ; comp. ver. 6. The joining of 6 véuoc with the genitive of 
the subject concerned (frequent in the LXX.) is very common also in classic 
authors. Th. Schott, following Bengel, erroneously takes 7. avdp. as geni- 
tive of apposition ; the law being for the wife embodied in the husband. 
The law that determines the relation of the wife to the husband is what is 
intended, like 6 véuoc 6 repi tov avdpdc ; see Kithner, d 8 Ws rg « Pee’ 

Ver. 3. *Apa ov] See on v. 18. — xpnuarioe] she shall (formally) bear the 
name. See Acts xi. 26.1 The future corresponds to the following : éay 
yévyrat avdpr érépy] if she shall have become joined to another husband (as wife). 
Comp. Deut. xxiv. 2; Ruth i. 12; Judg. xiv. 20; Ez. xvi. 8, xxiii. 4. 
It is not a Hebraism.? — amd rod véuov] from the law, so far, that is, as it 
binds the wife to the husband. From that bond she is now released, ver. 
2. — rod ui) elvar x.t.4.] Not amore precise definition (Th. Schott) ; nor yet a 
consequence (as usually rendered), which is never correct, not even in Acts 
vii. 19 (see Fritzsche, ad Matt. p. 845 ff.) ; but rather : in order that she 
be not an adulteress. That is the purpose, involved inthe divine legal ordi- 
nance, of her freedom from the law. 

Ver. 4. “Qore] does not express the ‘ agreement” or the ‘“ harmony” with 
which what follows connects itself with the preceding (Hofmann), as if 
Paul had written obrwc or éuoiwc. It is rather the common itaque (Vulgate), 
accordingly, therefore, consequently, which, heading an independent sentence, 
draws an inference from the preceding, and introduces the actual relation 
which results from vv. 1-8 with respect to Christians, who through the 
death of Christ are in a position corresponding with that of the wife. This 
inference lays down that legal marriage relation as type. — kai bueic| ye also, 
like the wife in that illustration quoted in vv. 2, 3, who through the death 
of her husband is dead to the dominion of the law. In this, in the first 
instance (for the main stress falls on eic¢ rd yevéobac x.T.A.), lies the point of 
the inference ; analogously with the case of that wife Christians also are 
dead to the law through the death of Christ, because, in their spiritual 
union with Him, they have suffered death along with Him. Van Hengel 
takes ai iyeic in the sense: ye also, like other Christians, which, however, 
since ver. 4 begins the application of what had previously been said of the 
woman, is neither in harmony with the text nor rendered necessary by the 
first person kapropop. — ébavar. TO vou] ye were rendered dead to the law,* so 


1 Plut. Mor. 148 D; Polyb. v. 27, 2, 5, Xxx. 
2, 4. 

2 See Kypke, Il. p. 170; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 
384. 
3 This is expressed from the Jewish- Chris- 
tian consciousness, nevertheless it includes 
indirectly the Gentile-Christians also ; for 
without perfect obedience to the law 70 
man could have attained to salvation, 
wherefore also obedience to the law was 


expected on the part of J udaists from the 
converted Gentiles (Acts xv.). As the argu- 
ment advances, the language of the Apostle 
becomes communicative, so that he includes 
himself with his readers, among whom he 
makes no distinction. Compare viii. 15; 
Gal. iii. 14, iv. 6. By our passage therefore 
the readers are not indicated as having 
been, as respects the majority, Jews or at 
least proselytes. 
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that over you as dead persons it rules no longer (ver. 1). The dative as in 
vi. 2, 10. The passive (not ye-died) is selected, because this (ethical) death 
of Christians is fellowship with the death of Christ, which was a violent 
one. Therefore : 61a Tov odpm. tr. X.| by the fact, that the body of Christ was 
put to death. The conception of the participation of believers (as respects 
their inner life and its moral self-consciousness) in the death of their Lord, 
according to which the putting to death of their Master included their own put- 
ting to death, is justly assumed by Paul, after ch. vi., as something present 
to the consciousness of his readers, and therefore views deviating from this 
(e.g. that dia 7. oOu. tr. X. applies to the atoning sacrificial death, which did 
away the dominion of the law) are to be rejected as here irrelevant, and 
not in keeping with the proper sense of é@avar. For that éavar. 7. vduw is 
meant to be a mild expression for 6 véyuoc éavatdby, aréOavev iviv (Koppe 
and Klee, following Calvin, Grotius, and others, also several Fathers ; 
comp. on ver. 2), is an assumption as gratuitous, as is a ‘‘contraction of 
the thought and expression,” which Philippi finds, when he at the same time 
introduces the conception of the putting to death of the law through the 
body of Christ, which is here alien. — eic 7d yevéoOar tude érépw] [See Note 
LXXX. p. 290.] inorder to become joined to another (than the law)—this is the 
object which the é@avar. tr. véup «.7.2. had, and thereby the main point in the 
declaration introduced by dore, parallel to the roi pi elvac. «.7.A. in ver. 3. 
Paul apprehends the relation of fellowship and dependence of. the Chris- 
tian’s life to Christ—as he had prepared the way for doing so in vv. 2, 8, 
and as was in keeping with his mode of view elsewhere (2 Cor. xi. 2; Eph. 
v. 20 ff.)—under the image of a marriage connection in which the exalted 
Christ is the husband of His Church that has become independent of the 
law by dying with Him. —r@ éx vexp. éyep0.] apposition to érépy, in sig- 
nificant historical reference to dia r. odu. tr. X. For if Christ became through 
His bodily death our deliverer from the law, we cannot now belong to Him 
otherwise than as the Risen One for a new and indissoluble union. The 
importance of this addition in its bearing on the matter in hand lies in the 
Kawwdrne Cope (vi. 8, 11, 13, 22) which, on the very ground of the. ethical 
communion with the Risen One, issues from the new relation. Certainly 
the death of Christ appears here ‘‘as the end of a sin-conditioned state of 
the humanity to be united in Him” (Hofmann, Schrifthew. II. 1, p. 354) ; 
but this great moral epoch has as its necessary presupposition just the vi- 
carious atoning power of the iAacrf#piov which was rendered in the death of 
Jesus ; it could not take place without this and without the faith appropri- 
ating it, iii, 21 ff. ; v. 1 ff. — iva xaprog. r. OcH] The aim not of ék vexpav 
éyeplévre (Koppe, Th. Schott, Hofmann), but rather—because the belonging 
tois that which conditions the fruit-bearing—of the yeréoOa ipac érépw, TO 
éx vexp. éy., consequently the final aim of the éOavar. ré véuy. There is here 
(though van Hengel and others call it in question, contrary to the clear 
connection) a continuation of the figure of marriage with respect to its 
Sruitfulness (Luke i. 42.; Ps. exxvii. 8, Symm. and Theod. Ps. xci. 15). 
The morally holy walk, namely, in its consecration to God is, as it were, the 
fruit which issues from our fellowship of life with Christ risen from the 
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dead as from a new marriage-union, and which belongs in property to God as 
the lord-paramount of that union (the supreme ruler of the Messianic the- 
ocracy) ; the bringing forth of fruit takes place for God. The opinion of 
Reiche and Fritzsche that xaprog. taken in the sense of the fruit of marriage 
yields an undignified allegory (the figure therefore is to be taken as bor- 
rowed from a field or a tree, which Philippi, Tholuck, and Reithmayr also 
prefer) is untenable, seeing that the union with Christ, if regarded as a mar- 
riage at all, must also necessarily, in accordance with its moral design, be 
conceived of as a fruitful marriage." 

Ver. 5. Confirmation of the iva kaprog. tr. Oc6. That we should bring 
forth fruit to God, I say with justice ; for formerly under the law we bore 
fruit to death, but now (ver. 6) our position is quite different from what it 
was before. — dre juev év tH capxi] This is the positive and characteristic 
expression for the negative : when we were not yet made dead to the law. 
Then the odp{—the materially human element in us, in its psychically de- 
termined antagonism to the Divine Spirit and will—was the life-element in 
which we moved. Comp. viii. 8f.; 2 Cor. x. 8. We are év +. oéuati, 1 
Cor. v. 3 (2 Cor. xii. 2), even after we have died with Christ, because that 
is an ethical death ; but for that very reason we are now, according to the 
holy self-consciousness of the new life of communion with the Risen One, no 
longer év r. capxi ; and our body, although we still as respects its material 
substance live in the flesh (Gal. ii. 20), is ethically not a cua rH capKde any 
more, Col. ii. 11. The interpretation of Theodoret : 7% xara véuov rodureia 
(so also Oecumenius), though hitting the approximate meaning of the mat- 
ter, has its inaccurate arbitrariness exposed by the reason assigned for it : 
odpka yap Tac TH oapKi dedouévag voyobeciag wvduace, Tag TEpit Bpdcewe Kk. TécEwC. 
The description év 77 capxi must supply the ethical conception which corre- 
sponds with the contents of the apodosis. Therefore we may not render with 
Theodore of Mopsuestia : when we were mortal (the believer being no longer 
reckoned as mortal) ; but the moral reference of the expression requires at 
least a more precise definition of the contents than that the existence of the 
Christian had ceased to be an existence locked up in his inborn nature (Hofmann). 
— rd ral. tov dpuapt.| the passions through which sins are brought about, of 
which the sins are the actual consequence. On rafjuata compare Gal. v. 24, 
and ra0#, i. 26. They are the passive excitations (often used by Plato in 
contrast to zouwara), which one experiences (dover). Comp. esp. Plat. 
Phil. p. 47 C. — ra 61a r. vépov] sc. bvra, which are occasioned by the law ; How ? 
see vv. 7, 8. It is erroneous in Chrysostom and Grotius to supply ¢acvdueva. 
Comp. rather 1 Cor. xv. 56. — évypyeito] were active, middle, not passive 
(Estius, Gléckler), which would be contrary to Pauline usage. See 2 Cor. i. 
6, iv. 12 ; Eph. iii. 20 ; Gal. v. 6 ; Col. i. 29 ; 1 Thess. ii. 18 ; 2 Thess. ii. 
T.-: The Grécks have nist this use of the middle. — ivr. 6d. he.| nm our 


1 This view is the one perfectly consistent view: Kai éred) cvvadecav x. yapov Thy eis Tov 
with the context, and should not be super- _—x¥ptov mpoonydpevoe mictiv, cixdtws Seixvuce 
seded by the prudery of modern canons of «ai Tov tod ydéuov xaprév. Comp. Theo- 
taste (Fritzsche terms it jejunam et obscoe- _ phylact, 
nam). Theodoret already has the right 
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members (as in ver. 23 and vi. 13) they were the active agent. — ci¢ rd kaprog. 
tT. Oavaty| This is the tendency (the parallel iva xaprog. r. eG in ver. 4 is de- 
cisive here against the interpretation, everywhere erroneous, of the conse- 
quence) which the passions of sin, in their operation in our members, had 
with us: that we should bring forth fruit unto death, that is, divested of 
figure : that we should lead a life falling under the power of death. The sub- 
ject jyac is supplied, as often along with the infinitive,’ naturally and easily 
from the immediately preceding jyuév (comp. 1 Cor. viii. 10 ; 2 Thess. 
ili. 9; Heb. ix. 14). There is therefore the less reason to depart from 
the mode of conception prevailing in ver. 4, and to understand the raffuara 
as the fruit-bearing subjects (Hofmann ; comp. Vulgate, Luther, Calvin, 
and others), in which case there is imported the conception that the occur- 
rence is something foreign to the man himself (Hofmann). The 6évaroc 
personified as the lord-paramount opposed to7@ Oe@ in ver. 4, is not physical 
(Fritzsche) but eternal death, vi. 21, 23, which is incurred through sinful 
life. The xaprog. however retains here the figure of the fruit of marriage, 
namely, according to the context, of the marriage with the law (ver. 4), 
which is now dissolved since we have died with Christ. Comp. Erasmus, 
Paraph.: ‘ex infelici matrimonio infelices foetus sustulimus, quicquid nas- 
ceretur morti exitioque gignentes.” In Matt. xii. 839 the conception is dif- 
ferent. But comp. James i. 15. 

Ver. 6. xarypy.] See on ver. 2. —adrofavértec év 6 xarery.| dead (see ver. 4) 
to that (neuter) wherein we wereheld fast. So also Fritzsche and Reiche in 
his Comm. crit. The construction is consistent and regular, so that robrw is 
to be understood before év @ (Winer, p. 149 f. [E. T. 158 f.]). That where- 
in we were held fast (as in a prison), is self-evident according to the text ; 
not as the government of sin (van Hengel, Th. Schott), or as the odps¢ (Hof- 
mann), but as the aw, in whose grasp we were. Comp. Gal. iii. 28. Were 
we with the majority (including Riickert, de Wette, Kéllner, Krehl, Philip- 
pi, Maier, Winer, Ewald, Bisping, and Reithmayr) to take év 6 as masculine 
(and how unnecessarily !), the arofavévrec as modal definition of Karnpy. 
would have an isolated and forlorn position ; we should have expected it 
behind vwvi 6é— bore dovaebew x.7.2.] actual result, which has occurred 
through our emancipation from the law : so that we (as Christians) are ser- 
viceable in newness of spirit, and not in oldness of letter ; that is, so that our 
relation of service is in a new definite character regulated by spirit, and not 
in the old constitution which was regulated by literal form. That the dov- 
Aeberv in Kawédtng Tveb>u. Was a service of God, was just as obvious of itself to 
the consciousness of the readers, as that in wadacdry¢ ypdup. it had been a 
service of sin (vi. 20.) On account of this self-evident diversity of reference 
no definition at allisadded. On the ov in the contrast (not 44) see Buttmann, 
neut. Gr. p. 300 [E, T. 349].—é» indicates the sphere of activity of the doviebecy, 
and is to be understood again along with ra4.; comp. ii. 29. The qualita 
tively expressed zve}paroc, meaning in concrete application the Holy Spirit as 
the efficient principle of the Christian life, and the qualitative ypdyyaroe, 


1 Comp. Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. iii. 6, 10; Anab. ii. 1, 12. 
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characterizing the law according to its nature and character as non-living 
and drawn up in letters, are the specifically heterogeneous factors on*which 
the two contrasted states are dependent. The rada:éryc—in accordance with 
the nature of the relation in which the law, presenting its demands in the 
letter but not inwardly operative, stands to the principle of sin in man—was 
necessarily sinful (not merely in actual abnormality, as Rothe thinks ; see 
ver. 7 ff., and comp. on vi. 14) ; just as on the other hand the xacvéryc, on 
account of the vitally active rveiua, must also necessarily be moral. Where 
this is contradicted by experience and the behaviour of the Christian is im- 
moral, there the rvei~a has ceased to operate, and a Kawérye mvetuatoc is in 
fact not present at all. Paul however, disregarding such abnormal phenom- 
ena, contemplates the Christian life as it is constituted in accordance with 
its new, holy, and lofty nature. If it is otherwise, it has fallen away from 
its specific nature and is a Christian life no longer. [See Note LXXXI. 
p- 290. ] 

Vv. 7-18. How easily might the Jewish Christian, in his reverence for 
the law of his fathers, take offence at ver. 5 (ra dud r. vduov) and 6, and draw 
the obnoxious inference, that the law must therefore be itself of immoral 
nature, since it is the means of calling forth the sin-affections, and since 
emancipation from it is the condition of the new moral life! Paul therefore 
proposes to himself this possible inference in ver. 7, rejects it, and then on to ver. 
13 shows that the law, while in itself good, is that which leads to acquaintance 
with sin, and which is misused by the principle of sin to the destruction of men. 

Paul conducts the refutation, speaking throughout in the first person sin- 
gular (comp. 1 Cor. vi. 12, xiii. 11). This mode of expression, differing 
from the peracynuariopdc (see 214 1 Cor. iv. 6), is an idéwoue 3 comp. Theodore 
of Mopsuestia on ver. 8: rd év éwot bre Aéyet, TO KoLVOY A€éyer TOV avOpdrunr, 
and Theophylact on ver. 9: év 7 oiketlw 68 xpocdry THY AVOparivny bow 
Aéye. Thus he declares concerning himself what is meant to apply to every 
man placed under the Mosaic law generally, in respect of his relation to that law 
—before the turning-point in his inner life brought about through his con- 
nection with that law, and after it. The apostle’s own personal experience, 
so far from being thereby excluded, everywhere gleams through with pecul- 
_ iarly vivid and deep truth, and represents concretely the universal experi- 
ence in the matter. The subject presenting itself through the éyd is there- 
fore man in general, in his natural state under the law, to which he is bound, as 
not yet redeemed through Christ and sanctified through the spirit (for 
which see chap. viii.) ; without, however, having been unnaturally hardened 
by legal righteousness or rendered callous and intractable through despising 
the law, and so estranged from the moral earnestness of legal Judaism. 
Into this earlier state, in which Paul himself had been before his conversion, 
he transports himself back, and realizes it to himself with all the vividness 
and truth of an experience that had made indelible impression upon him ; 
and thus he becomes the type of the moral relation, in which the as yet un- 
regenerate Israelite stands to the divine law. ‘‘ He betakes himself once 
more down to those gloomy depths, and makes all his readers also traverse 
them with him, only in order at last to conclude with warmer gratitude that 
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he is now indeed redeemed from them, and thereby to show what that 
better and eternal law of God is which endures even for the redeemed,” © 
Ewald. Augustine (prop. 45 in ep. ad Rom. ; ad Simplic. i. 91 ; Conf. vii. 
21), in his earlier days, acknowledged, in harmony with the Greek Fathers 
since Irenaeus, that the language here is that of the wnregenerate man ; 
though later, in opposition to Pelagianism (especially on account of vv..17, 
18, 22 ; see Retract. i. 23, 26, ii. 3; ¢. auas ep. Pel. i. 10 ; ¢. Faust. xv. 8), 
he gave currency to the view that the ‘‘ 7” is that of the regenerate. In this 
he was followed by Jerome, who likewise held a different opinion previ- 
ously ; and later by Luther, Melanchthon, Calvin, Beza (not by Bucer and 
Musculus), Chemnitz, Gerhard, Quenstedt and many others, more, however, 
among Protestant than among Catholic commentators (Erasmus says of 
him : ‘‘dure multa torquens ;” and see especially Toletus). On the other 
hand, the Socinians and Arminians, as also the school of Spener, returned 
to the view of the Greek Fathers, which gradually became, and has down 
to the present day continued, the dominant one. See the historical elucida- 
tions in Tholuck and Reiche ; also Knapp, Ser. var. arg. p. 400 ff. The 
theory that Paul is speaking simply of himself and exhibiting his own experi- 
ences (comp. Hofmann), must be set aside for the simple reason, that in that 
case the entire disquisition, as a mere individual psychological history (7-13) 
and delineation (ver. 14 ff.), could have no general probative force what- 
ever, which nevertheless, from the connection with what goes before and 
follows (viii. 1), itis intended to have. Others, like Grotius, who correctly 
referred it to the state anterior to regeneration, and among them recently 
Reiche in particular, represent Paul as speaking in the person of the Jewish 
people as a people.’ But, so far as concerns vv. 7-13, it is utterly wntrue that 
the Jewish nation previous to the law led a life of innocence unacquainted 
with sin and evil desire ; and as concerns ver. 14 ff., the explanation of the 
double character of the ‘‘I,” if we are to carry out the idea of referring it 
to the nation, entangles us in difficulties which can only force us to strange 
caprices of exegesis, such as are most glaringly apparent in Reiche. 
Fritzsche also has not consistently avoided the reference of the ‘‘I”’ to the 
people as such, and the impossibilities that necessarily accompany it, and, in 
opposition to the Augustinian interpretation, has excluded, on quite insuf- 
ficient grounds, the apostle himself and his own experience. Paul, who had 
himself been a Jew under the law, cowld not describe at all otherwise than 
from personal recollection that unhappy state, which indeed, with the lively 
and strong susceptibility of his entire nature and temperament, he must 
have experienced very deeply, in order to be able to depict it as he has done. 
Testimonies regarding himself, such as Phil. iii. 6, cannot be urged in oppo- 
sition to this, since they do not unveil the inward struggle of impulses, ete. 
Similarly with Paul, Luther also sighed most deeply just when under the 
distress of his legal condition, before the light of the gospel dawned upon 
him, and he afterward lamented that distress most vividly and truly. 


1 Jerome on Dan. had already remarked: enumerat persona sua, quod et apostolum 
*Peccata populi, quia unus e populo est, inep. ad Rom, fecisse legimus,” 
5 = \ 
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Philippi has rightly apprehended the ‘‘ I” coming in at ver. 7 as that of the 
unregenerate man ; but on the other hand, following the older expositors, 
has discovered from ver. 14 onward the delineation of the regenerate state 
of the same ‘‘ I,” ’—a view inconsistent in itself, opposed to the context 
(since Paul does not pass on to the regenerate till viii. 1), and, when ap- 
plied to the details, impossible (see the subsequent exposition). Hammond 
very truly observes : ‘‘ Nihil potest esse magis contrarium affectioni animi 
hominis regenerati, quam quae hic in prima persona Hygo exprimuntur.” 
Still Umbreit, in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1851, p. 633 ff., has substantially reverted, 
as regards the entire chapter, to the Augustinian view, for which he espe- 
cially regards ver. 25 (airdc éyo) as decisive ; and no less have Delitzsch (sce 
especially his Psyciol.-p. 387 ff.) ; Weber, 0. Zorne Gottes, p. 86 ; Thoma- 
sius, Chr. Pers. u. Werk, I. p. 275 f. ; Jatho ; Krummacher in the Stud. u. 
Krit. 1862, p. 119 ff. ; and also Luthardt, o. freien Willen, p. 404 f., adopted 
this view with reference to ver. 14 ff. Hofmann, who in his Schriftbew. 
I. p. 556 to all appearance, though he is somewhat obscure and at variance 
with himself (see Philippi, p. 285 f., and Glaubenslehre, III. p. 248), had 
returned to the pre-Augustinian interpretation, in his V. 7., hampers amore 
clear and candid understanding of the passage by the fact that, while he 
decidedly rejects the theory that the ‘‘I” of ver. 7 is that of the unregen- 
erate man, he at the same time justly says that what is related of that ‘“‘1” 
(which is that of the apostle) belongs to the time which lay away beyond his 
state as a@ Christian ; and further, by the fact, that he represents vv. 14-24 
as spoken from the same present time as ver. 25, but at the same time leaves 
the enigma unsolved how the wretched condition described may comport 
with that present ; and in general, as to the point in question about which 
expositors differ, he does not give any round and definite answer. For if 
Paul is to be supposed, according to Hofmann, in ver. 14 ff., not to treat of 
the natural man, and nevertheless to depict himself in the quality of his 
moral state apart from his life in Christ, we cannot get rid of the contradic- 
tion that the ‘‘I” is the regenerate man apart from his regeneration, and of 
the obscuring and muffling up of the meaning thereby occasioned. The 
view which takes it of the unregenerate is followed by Julius Miller, Nean- 
der, Nitzsch, Hahn, Baur, Tholuck, Krehl, Reithmayr, van Hengel, Ewald, 
Th. Schott, Ernesti, Lipsius, Mangold, Messner (Lehre der Ap. p. 220), and 
many others, including Schmid, 07b/. Theol. II. p. 262; Gess, o. d. Pers. 
Chr. p. 3388 ; Lechler, apost. u. nachapost. Zeitalt. p. 97 ; Kahnis, Dogm. I. 
p- 595 ; the anonymous writer in the Erlangen Zeitschr. 1863, p. 377 ff. ; 
Weiss, bibl. Theol. § 95 ; Miircker, p. 23 ; Grau, Hntwickelungsgesch. II. p. 
126. The just remark, that the apostle depicts the futwre present of the 
state (Th. Schott) does not affect this view, since the future state realized as 
present was just that of the wnregenerate Israelite at the preliminary stage of 


1 Comp. Calovius on ver. 14: “‘ Postquam jam sit et justificatus.”— See also Calvin on 
legem divinam vindicavit vel pravae con- ver. 14: ‘‘Exemplum proponit hominis re- 
cupiscentiae omnem culpam transscriben- generati, in quo sic carnis reliquiae cum 
dam docuit, ejus vim sese etiamnum expe- _lege Domini dissident, ut spiritus ei libenter 
riri ingemiscit apostolus, etiamsi renatus obtemperet.”’ 
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moral development conditioned by the law. Compare Ritschl, altkath. 
Kirche, p. 70 f. ; Achelis,’* .c. p. 678 ff. ; Holsten, 2. Ho. d. Paul u. Petr. 
p- 406. 


Ver. 7. [See Note LXXXII. p. 290.] ‘0 véu0c ayapria;] Is the law sin? a 
something, whose ethical nature is immoral? Comp. Tittmann, Synon. p. 
46 ; Winzer, Progr. 1832, p. 5 ; also Fritzsche, Riickert, de Wette, Tholuck, 
and Philippi. For the contrast see ver. 12, from which it at once appears 
that the formerly current interpretation, still held by Reiche and Flatt, 
‘originator of sin” (didxovoc duapriac, Gal. ii. 17), is, from the connection, 
erroneous ; as indeed it would have to be arbitrarily imported into the word, 
for the appeal to Mic. i. 5 overlooks the poetical mode of expression in that 
passage. The substantive predicate (comp. vill. 10; 2 Cor. v. 21, al.) is 
more significant than an adjectival expression (duaprwAdc), and in keeping 
with the meaning of the remonstrant, whom Paul personates. The question 
is not to be supposed preposterous, setting forth a proposition without real 
meaning (Hofmann), since it is by no means absurd in itself and, as an ob- 
jection, has sufficient apparent ground in what precedes.—After aad we 
are no more to understand épotwev again (Hofmann) than before 6 véu. duapr., 
for which there is no ground (it is otherwise at ix. 30). On the contrary, 
this aad, but, brings in the real relation to sin, as it occurs in contrast to that 
inference which has just been rejected with horror : dywapria pév ovx éort, 
onol, yvwptotikdg dé duaptiac, Theophylact. —ryv du. ovk éyvwr, ci un 6. vdpov| 
[See, with reference to the development of thought in vv. 7-13, Note 
LXXXIII. p. 291.] Sin Ihave not become acquainted with, eacept through the 
law. The dyapria is sin as an active principle in man (see vv. 8, 9, 11, 138, 
14), with which I have become experimentally acquainted only through the law 
(comp. the subsequent ov« jdecv), so that without the intervention of the law 
it would have remained for me an unknown power ; because, in that case 
(see the following, and ver. 8), it would not have become active in me through 
the excitement of desires after what is forbidden in contrast to the law. The 
Thy au. ovk. éyv., therefore, is not here to be confounded with the ériyvwouc 
du. in ili. 20, which in fact is only attained through comparison of the moral 
condition with the requirements of the law (in opposition to Krehl) ; nor 
yet is it to be understood of the theoretic knowledge of the essence of sin, 
namely, that the latter is opposition to the will of God (Tholuck, Philippi ; 
comp. van Hengel and the older expositors), against which view ver. 8 (ywpi¢ 
vouov duapt. vexpa) and ver. 9 are decisive. The view of Fritzsche is, how- 
ever, likewise erroneous (see the following, especially ver. 8) : I should not 
have sinned, ‘‘ cognoscit autem peccatum, qui peccat.” —ovk fyver is to be 
rendered simply, with the Vulgate : non cognovi. The sense : [should not 


1 Who transfers the personal experience 
of the apostle, so far as it is expressed in 
ver. 14 ff., 0 the last stage of his Pharisaism, 
consequently to a period shortly before his 
conversion. But we have not sufficient 
data in the text and in the history for mark- 


ing off, and that so accurately, a definite 
period in Paul’s life. We may add that — 
Achelis has aptly and clearly set aside the 
interpretation of the regenerate in the case 
of the several features of the picture 
sketched by Paul. - 
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have known, would anticipate the following clause, which assigns the reason. 
The vduoc¢ is nothing else than the Mosaic law, not the moral law generally 
in all forms of its revelation (Olshausen) ; for Paul is in fact declaring his 
own experimental consciousness, and by means of this, as it developed 
itself under Judaism, presenting to view the moral position (in its general 
human aspect) of those who are subject to the law of Moses. — ra re yap 
éxi, x.7.A.| for the desire (after the forbidden) would in fact be unknown to 
me,’ if the law did not say, Thou shalt not covet. 'The reason is here assigned 
for the foregoing : ‘‘ with the dawning consciousness of desire conflicting 
with the precept of the law, I became aware also of the principle of sin 
within me, since the latter (see vv. 8, 9) made me experimentally aware of 
its presence and life by the excitement of desire in presence of the law.” 
What the law forbids us to covet (Ex. xx. 17 ; Deut. v. 21), was no con- 
cern of the apostle here, looking to the universality of his representation ; 
he could only employ the prohibition of sinful desire generally and in itself, 
without particular reference to its object. —Onré. . . yap, for. . . indeed, 
comp. i. 26 ; it is not to be taken climactically (van Hengel), as if Paul had 
written kai ydp trav éxif. or ovdi yap tiv éxid. 70. To the re, however, corre- 
sponds the following dé in ver. 8, which causes the chief stress of the sen- 
tence assigning the reason to fall upon ver. 8 (Stallb. ad Plat. Polit. p. 
270 D) ; therefore ver. 8 is still included as dependent on yap. Respecting 
the imperative future of the old language of legislation, see on Matt. i. 21. 
Ver. 8. Aé] placing over against the negative declaration of ver. 7 the 
description of the positive process, by which the consciousness of desire of 
ver. 7 emerged : but indeed sin took occasion, etc. In this agopufv placed 
first emphatically, not in 7 duapria (Th. Schott), lies the point of the rela- 
tion. — 7 duapria] as in ver. 7, not conceived as xaxodaiuwv (Fritzsche) ; nor 
yet the sinful activity, as Reiche thinks ; for that is the result of the éx:Ouyia 
(Jas. i. 5), and the sin that first takes occasion from the law cannot be an 
action.—For examples of dgopujv AauB., to take occasion, see Wetstein and 
Kypke. The principle of sin took occasion, not, as Reiche thinks, received 
occasion ; for it is conceived as something revived (ver. 9), which works. — 
dua tHe évtoAge] through the command, namely, the ovx éxibvu. of ver. 7. This 
interpretation is plainly necessary from the following karecpydcato k.7.A. 
Reiche, following De Dieu and several others, ¢rroneously (comp. Eph. ii. 
15) takes évroAg as equivalent to véuoc. We must connect did tr. évr. with xa- 
tepy. (Riickert, Winzer, Benecke, de Wette, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Umbreit, 
van Hengel, and Hofmann), not with ddopu. AaB. (Luther and many others 
including Reiche, Ké6llner, Olshausen, Philippi, Maier, and Ewald), be- 
cause ddopu. AauBavey is never construed with did (frequently with éx, asin 
Polyb. iii. 32. 7, ili. 7. 5), and because ver. 11 (0? airye améxr.).and ver. 13 
confirm the connection with xareipy. — xateupy. év guol macav éxi.| it brought 
about in me all manner of desire. Respecting xarepydf., see oni. 27. Even 
without the law there is desire in man, but not yet in the ethical definite 


1 ovx Sev, Tshould not know, more definite II. 1, p. 175 f. Comp. also Stallb. ad Plat, 
and confident than ov« av #5ev. See Kiihner, Symp. p. 190 C. 
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character of desire after the forbidden, as ériunia is conceived of according 
to ver. 7; for as yet there is no prohibition, and consequently no moral 
antithesis existing to the desire in itself (‘‘ ignoti nulla cupido,” Ovid, A. A. 
397), through which antithesis the inner conflict is first introduced. very 
desire is, in accordance with the quite general otk éribuugoerc, to be left with- 
out limitation. Wo desire (as respects category) was excluded. A reference 
to the desires, which the state of civilization joined with a positive legisla- 
tion calls forth (de Wette), is foreign to the connection. Comp. Prov. ix. 
17. — ywpic yap véuov duaptia vexpa] sc. gor, not 7v (Beza, Reiche, Krum- 
macher), just because the omission of the verb betokens a general proposi- 
tion : for without the law, i.e. if it do not enter into relation with the law,’ 
sin, the sinful principle in man, 7s dead, i.e. not active, because that is want- 
ing, by which it may take occasion to be alive. The potentiality of the 
nitimur in vetitum is indeed there, but, lacking the veto of the vépoc (rod rd 
mpaktéov brodeckviovtog Kal TO ov mpaxtéoy amayopebovtoc, Theodoret), can ex- 
hibit no actual vital activity ; it does not stir, because the antithesis is 
wanting. Hence the law becomes the dévay¢e ti¢ duapriac, 1 Cor. xv. 56, 
though it is not itself rot rapavopeiv rapairioc (Chrysippus in Plut. de Stoic Rep. 
33). Erroneous is the view held by Chrysostom, Calvin, Estius, Olshausen, 
and others, that vexpa implies the absence of knowledge of sin (obyx obtw yrdpi- 
poc). The véuocg is here, as throughout in this connection, the Mosaic law, 
which contains the évroAg (vv. 7, 9, 12). That this may be and is misused 
by the principle of sin, in the way indicated, arises from the fact, that it 
comes forward merely with the outward command (thou shalt, thou shalt not), 
without giving the power of fulfilment ; comp. Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl. 
p. 63 ff. And the analogous application, which the general proposition ad- 
mits of to the moral law of nature also, is indeed self-evident, but lies here 
aloof from the apostle’s sphere of thought. 

Ver. 9. But I was once alive without the law. éyo 6%, the antithesis of 
duaptia ; éCwv,” antithesis of vexpd ; véuov, just as in ver. 8. — éwv] The sense 
is, on account of the foregoing (vexpd) and the following (a7ré@avov, ver. 10) 
contrast, necessarily (in opposition to Reiche and van Hengel) to be taken 
as pregnant ; but not with the arbitrary alteration, videbar mihi vivere 
(Augustine, Erasmus, Pareus, Estius), or secwrus eram (Luther, Melanchthon, 
Beza, Calvin, Piscator, Calovius, Bengel, and others, including Krumma- 
cher), thus representing Paul as glancing at his Pharisaic state, in which 
the law had not yet alarmed him,—a view which is at variance with the 
words themselves and with the antitheses, and which is certainly quite in- 
admissible historically in the case of a character like Paul (Gal. i. 14, iii. 
23 ; Phil. iii. 6), who could testify so truly and vividly of the power of 


1 According to Krummacher, indeed, the évroAjs. In this way people read between 


simple xwpis véuov is held to mean: without 
knowing and laying to heart the significance 
of the law, which extends to the most se- 
cret motions, and condemns them. The 
dawning of this significance on the con- 
sciousness is then held to be éAvovans ris 


the lines whatever they conceive to be 
necessary. 

2On the forms é{wy and é¢yv, which are 
both classical, see Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 
788 ; Kiihner, I. p. 829. 


CHAP. VII.,; 9. ae | 
sin and of the curse of the law. No, Paul means the death-free (ver. 10) 
life of childlike innocence (comp. Winzer, p. 11; de Wette and Ewald in 
loc. ; Umbreit in the Stud. u. Krit. 1851, p. 6387 f. ; Ernesti, Urspr. d. Siinde, 
I. p. 101 ; Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 287 ; also Delitzsch), where—as this state of 
life, resembling the condition of our first parents in Paradise, was the 
bright spot of his own earliest recollection '"—the law has not yet come to 
conscious knowledge, the moral self-determination in respect to it has not 
yet taken place, and therefore the sin-principle is still lying in the slumber 
of death. Rightly explained already by Origen : rae yap avOpwrog én yopic 
vofov more, bre Tadiov Hy, and by Augustine, c. duas ep. Pelag.i. 9. This is 
certainly a status securitatis, but one morally indifferent, not immoral, and 
not extending beyond the childhood unconscious of the évroa#. Hence, in 
the apostle’s case, it is neither to be extended till the time of his conversion 
(Luther, Melanchthon, etc.), nor even only till the time of his having per- 
ceived that the law demands not merely the outward act, but also the in- 
ward inclination (Philippi and Tholuck)—which is neither in harmony with 
the unlimited ywpi¢ véuov (Paul must at least have written ywpi¢ rij¢ évtodje), 
nor psychologically correct, since sin is not dead up to this stage of the 
moral development. From this very circumstance, it is clear also that the 
explanation of those is erroneous, who, making Paul speak in the name of 
his nation, are compelled to think of the purer and more blameless life of 
the patriarchs and Israelites before the giving of the law (so Grotius, Turretin, 
Locke, Wetstein, following several Fathers, and recently Reiche ; comp. 
Fritzsche).—The pregnant import of the é{wv lies in the fact that, while the 
sin-principle is dead, man has not yet incurred eternal death (physical death 
has been incurred by every one through Adam’s sin, v. 12) ; this being 
alive is therefore an analogue—though still unconscious and weak, yet 
pleasingly presenting itself in the subsequent retrospect—of the true and 
eternal Cof (comp. Matt. xviii. 83) which Christ (comp. ver. 24 f.) has pro- 
cured through His atoning work. The theory of a pre-mundane life of the 
pre-existent soul (Hilgenfeld in his Zeitschr. 1871, p. 190 f.) is a Platonism 
forced on the apostle (comp. Wisd. viii. 20, and Grimm. in loc.) in oppo- 
sition to the entire N. T. — éAOobonc 68 tie évtoA.| but when the command, 
namely, the ob« érOuusoecc of the Mosaic law, had come, i.e. had become pres- 
ent to my consciousness. To the person living still in childlike innocence 
the évroa# was absent ; for him it was not yet issued ; it had not yet presented 
itself. Comp. on Gal. iii. 23. Reiche, consistently with his view of the 


1 Comp. Mimnerm. ii. 8: mjxvov emt dying of the personal Ego is meant: “so 


xpovov avdeou HBys Tepropeda mpds dear eiddres 
ovte kaxov Ovr’ ayaddv. This recollection 
every one may have in looking back on the 
history of his own moral life ; and even the 
realization of the moment, at which the 
life of childlike innocence took its end, is 
by no means inconceivable (as Hofmann 
objects). A dogmatic judgment cannot @ 
priori be pronounced respecting such psy- 
chological experiences in the inner life. 
Hofmann himself declares that a living and 


long as this Ego was not confronted by the 
command, it continued in the life given to it 
by God its Creator, which really deserved, as 
such, to be called alife.” But how the look- 
ing back, which our passage expresses, to 
this former life differs essentially and 
materially from the recollection of that of 
childlike innocence, is not clear tome. That 
éwv is, at any rate, the lost paradise of the 
individual inner history. 
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entire section, explains it, as does also Fritzsche, of the historical Mosaic 
legislation. — avé{ycev| is by most modern commentators rendered came to 
life. So Tholuck, Riickert, Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, 
Maier, and Hofmann. But quite contrary to the usus loguendi (Luke xv. 
24, 32; Rom. xiv. 9; Rev. xx. 5), in accordance with which it means : 
came again to life. See also Nonnus, Joh. v. 25: abric dvathowow, where (in 
opposition to the view of Fritzsche) air is added according to a well- 
known pleonasm ; comp. érava{éce, reviviscet, Dial. Herm. de astrol. i. 10, 
42; respecting the case of dvaBAérw, usually cited as analogous, see on 
John ix. 11.1 So, too, avafwdw in Aquila and Symmachus means reviviscere 
Jacio. See Schleusner, Thes. I. p. 219. And also the frequent classical 
avaBi and avafiéoxoua always mean to come to life again; Plat. Rep. p- 
614 B; Polit. p. 272; Lucian, Q. hist. 40: dveBiovv axofavéy, Gall. 18. 
Comp. avaBiworc, 2 Macc. vii. 9. It is therefore linguistically correct to ex- 
plain it, with the ancients, Bengel, and Philippi : sin lived again (revizit, 
- Vulgate) ; but this is not to be interpreted, with Bengel, following Augus- 
tine and others : ‘‘sicut vixerat, cum per Adamum intrasset in mundum” 
(comp. Philippi), because that is foreign to the context, inasmuch as Paul 
sets forth fis experience as the expression of the experience of every 
individual in his relation to the law, not speaking of humanity as a whole. 
The avéfyoev, which is not to be misinterpreted as pointing to a pre-mun- 
dane sin (Hilgenfeld), finds its true explanation, analogously to the 
avaB2érw in John ix. 11, in the view that the duapria, that potentiality of sin 
in man, is originally and in its nature a living power, but is, before the 
évroAq comes, without expression for its life, vexpd ; thereupon it reswmes 
its proper living nature, and thus becomes alive again. Comp. van Hengel : 
‘*@ sopore vigorem recuperavit.” 

Ver. 10. ’AréOavov] correlative of avéfyoev, antithesis of éwv. It is neither 
to be understood, however, of physical nor of spiritual death (Semler, Béhme, 
Rickert ; comp. Hofmann and others), but, as the contrast cic Cw#v requires, 
of eternal death. This was given with the actual sin brought about through 
the sin-principle that had become alive ; the sinner had inewrred it. Paul, 
full of the painful recollection, expresses this by the abrupt, deeply tragic 
anéBavov. —H eic Caf] sc. obca, aiming at life. For the promise of life (in 
the Messianic theocratic sense, Lev. xviii. 5 ; Deut. v. 33; Gal. iii. 12), 
which was attached to the obedience of the Mosaic law generally, applied 
also to the évroag. — ebpéOn] was found, proved and showed itself in the ac- 
tual experimental result ; comp. Gal. ii. 17 ; 1 Pet. i.'7%. Chrysostom has well 
said : ob elme* yéyove Odvatoc, ovd? érexe Odvatov, aA? evpéOn, TO Kavov Kat 
mapadofov tHe atoriag obtw¢ épunvebwr, kal Td wav cic Tov éxeivav (Of men) Tefi- 
Tpétov kepadgv. —avtn] haec. To be written thus, and not air%, ipsa (Bengel 
and Hofmann), after the analogy of ver. 15 f.,19f. It has tragic emphasis. 
Comp. on Phil. i. 22. 

1 Generally, the citation of other verbs in which ava¢jv means merely to come te 
compounded with avd, in which the latter _ life, especially as the analogy of the clas- 
means not again, but up, aloft (and that is, sical avaBiodv is against it. This remark 


in fact, the case with very many), has no applies also against Hofmann’s citations. 
probative force. Passages should be quoted 
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Ver. 11. Illustration of this surprising result, in which 7 duapria, as the 
guilty element, is placed foremost, and its guilt is also made manifest by 
the dca rie évtoA. placed before éEnrdr. Sin has by means of the commandment 
(which had for its direct aim my life) deceived me, inasmuch as it used it 
for the provocation of desire. An allusion to the serpent in Paradise is 
probable, both from the nature of the case, and also from the expression 
(LXX. Gen, ii. 13). Comp. 2 Cor. xi. 2. But such an allusion would be 
inappropriate, if it were ‘‘ the struggle of the more earnest Pharisaism” (Phi- 
lippi), and not the loss of childlike innocence, that is here described. As 
to the conception of the éyrdrnoe (sin held out to me something pernicious 
as being desirable), comp. Eph. iv. 22, Heb. iii. 18.— aréxrewev] like aré6avov 
in ver.10. 

Ver. 12. "Qore] The’ result of vv. 7-11.—6 pév vduoc] The contrast for 
whieh yév prepares the way was intended to be: ‘‘ but sin has to me re- 
dounded unto death through the law, which in itself is good.” This fol- 
lows in ver. 13 as regards substance, but not as regards form. See on ver. 13. 
— The predicates—dyio¢ (holy, as God’s revelation of Himself, ver. 14 ; 2 
Mace. vi. 23, 28), which is assigned to the Mosaic law generally, and dyia, 
dixaia (just, in respect to its requirements, which are only such as accord 
with the holiness), and aya64 (eacellent, on account of its salutary object), 
which are justly (comp. Acts vii. 38) attributed to the évro~#—exhaust the 
contents of the opposite of duwapria in ver. 7. They are accumulated on} 
évtoag, because the latter had just been specially described in ver. 7 ff. as 
that which occasioned the activity of the sin-principle. 

Ver. 13. Paul has hardly begun, in ver. 12, his exposition of the result 
of vv. 7-11, when his train of thought is again crossed by an inference 
that might possibly be drawn from what had just been said, and used 
against him (comp. ver. 7). He puts this inference as a question, and now 
gives in the form of a refutation of it what he had intended to give, accord- 
ing to the plan begun in ver. 12, not in polemical form, but in a sentence 
with dé that should correspond to the sentence with pév. —dAAd 4 duapria] 
8c. éuol éyéveto Oavatoc. Altogether involved is the construction adopted by 
Luther, Heumann, Carpzov, Ch. Schmidt, Béhme, and Flatt: aaaa 4 
duaptia dia tov ayabov por Katepyalouévy (qv) Odvarov, iva davh duaptia. — iva 
gaviy x.t.2.] in order that it might appear as sin thereby, that it wrought death 
Jor me by means of the good. va introduces the aim, which was ordained by 
God for the 7 du. éuot éyévero Odvaroc. This purposed manifestation (¢avm has 
the emphasis) of the principle of sin in its sinful character served as a nec- 
essary preparation for redemption,—a view, which represents the psycho- 
logical history of salvation as a development of the divine poipa. — duapria 
is certainly shown to be the predicate by its want of the article and the par- 
allel duaprwddc in the second clause. The predicate attributed to the daw in 
ver. 7 is appropriated to that power to which it belongs, namely, sin. 
Ewald : that it might be manifest, how sin, etc. But duapria, because it 
would thus be the sin-principle, must have had the article, and the ‘‘ how” 
is gratuitously imported. — iva yévyra: x.t.2.] Climactic parallel (comp. on 2 
Cor. ix. 3; Gal. iii. 14) to iva davg x.t.4., in which yévyra is to be taken of 
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the actual result ; see on iii. 4. The repetition of the subject of yévyrat (i 
duaptia), and of the means employed by it (dca rij¢ évtoAgjc), may indeed be 
superfluous, because both are self-evident from what goes before ; but it 
conveys, especially when placed at the close, all the weightier emphasis of 
a solemnly painful, tragic effect. The less, therefore, is 4 duapria did tr. évtod. 
to be separated from yévyra, and regarded as the resumption and comple- 
tion of } duapria (se. éuot éy. Oavatoc) ; in which view there is assigned to the 
two clauses of purpose a co-ordinate intervening position (Hofmann), that 
renders the discourse—running on so simply and emphatically—quite unnec- 
essarily involved. xa irepB., in over-measure, beyond measure. Comp. 1 
Cor. xii. 18 ; 2 Cor. i. 8, iv. 17; Gal. i. 18; and see Wetstein. — dia ric 
évrod. | by means of the commandment, which ayafiy it applied so perniciously ; 
a pregnant contrast. — Observe the pithy, climactic, sharply and vividly 
compressed delineation of the gloomy picture. 

Vv. 14-25. Proof not merely of the foregoing telic sentence (Th. Schott), 
but of the weighty main thought 7 yévorro* aAAa 4 duaptia. ‘For the law 
is spiritual, but man (in his natural situation under the law, out of Christ) is 
of flesh and placed under the power of sin ; against the moral will of his 
better self, he is carried away to evil by the power of the sinful principle 
dwelling in him.” [See Note LXXXIV. p. 292. ] 

Ver. 14. Oidayev] ‘Qoavel EAeyev Gpodoynuévor TovTo k. d#A6v éort, Chrysostom. 
Comp. ii. 2, iii. 19. Itis not to be written oida uév (Jerome, Estius, Semler, 
Koppe, Flatt, Reiche, Hofmann, Th. Schott), since the following dé would 
only correspond logically with the pév, if Paul, with a view to contrast the 
character of the law with his own character (so Hofmann), had said : oida 
yap, bre 6 pev véuoc k.T.A.3 Or, in case he had desired to contrast his character 
with his knowledge (so Schott) : oida piv yap k.7.A., odpxivog di eiut, OF eit dé 
cdpxivoc, omitting the éyé, which is the antithesis of the véuoc. — rvevparixde 
obtains its definition through the contrasted cdpxvoc. Now odpé is the ma- 
terial phenomenal nature of man opposed to the divine rvevua, animated 
and determined by the yy (comp. on iv. 1, vi. 19), and consequently 
cdpxuvog (of flesh) affirms of the éyé, that it is of such a non-pneumatic nature 
and quality. So rvevyarixde must affirm regarding the law, that dts essence 
(not the form in which it is given, according to which it appears as ypdyya) 
is divine = spiritual: its essential and characteristic quality is homogeneous 
with that of the Holy Spirit, who has made Himself known in the law. 
For believers no proof of this was needed (oidayev), because the vduoc, as 
vopo¢c Ocov, must be a holy self-revelation of the Divine Spirit ; comp. ver. 12 ; 
Acts vii. 38. In consequence of this pneumatic nature the law is certainly 
dWdoxahoc aperie kat kaxiag moréuwo0¢ (Chrysostom), and its tenor, rooting in 


1 Not merely direction of life (Ernesti, 
Urspr. a. Siinde, I. p. 77 ff.). Least of allis 
this rendering sufficient here, lookiug to the 
strength of the expression cdpxwos, Not, 
however, as though the cdpé in itself were 
evil, something originally evil; but it is the 
seat of the sin-principle, by which itis used 
as its organ to make through it the moral 


will and the law ineffectual (ver. 14 ff., viii. 
3), and—in the case of the regenerate—to 
react against the Holy Spirit. Thus the 
capé itself is opposed to God, and has evil 
lusts and works, not in virtue of the 
necessity of its nature, but as the seat and 
tool of the sin-principle. 
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_ the Divine Spirit, is only fulfilled by those who have the rvetya (Tholuck, 
with Calovius, joining together different references), as indeed the neces- 
sary presupposition is that it Oeim éypddy rvebuare (Theodoret), and the con- 
sequence necessarily bound up with its spiritual nature is that there subsists 
no affinity between the law and death (Hofmann) ; but all this is not con- 
veyed by the word itself, any more than is the dmpossibility of fulfilling the 
law’s demands, based on its pneumatic nature (Calvin : ‘‘ Lex coelestem 
quandam et angelicam justitiam requirit”). Following Oecumenius 2, and 
Beza, others (including Reiche, Kéllner, and de Wette) have taken rvevpa 
of the higher spiritual nature of man (i. 9 ; Matt. xxvi. 41), and hence have, 
according to this reference, explained mvevyatixéd¢ very variously. Hg. 
Reiche : ‘‘in so far as it does not hinder, but promotes, the development 
and expression of the rveiya ;” de Wette : ‘‘of spiritual tenor and charac- 
ter, in virtue of which it puts forward demands which can only be under- 
stood and fulfilled by the spiritual nature of man.” So too, substantially, 
Riickert. But vv. 22, 25 show that rvevwaricde characterizes the law as vdyoc 
Ocov.; consequently the rvevya is just the divine, which the natural man, who 
knows and has nothing of the Spirit of God, resists in virtue of the hete- 
rogeneous tendency of his odps. — éyo dé] but I, é.e. according to the idiwouc 
pervading the entire section : the man, not yet regenerate by the Holy Spirit, 
in his relation to the Mosaic law given to him,—the still unredeemed éyé, who, 
in the deep distress that oppresses him in the presence of the law, ver. 24, 
sighs after redemption. For the subject is in vv. 14-25 necessarily the 
same—and that, indeed, in its unredeemed condition *—as previously gave 
its psychological history prior to and under the law (hence the preterites in 
vv. 7-13), and now depicts its position confronting (Jé) the pneumatic nature 
of the law (hence the presents in ver. 14 ff.), in order to convey the informa- 
tion (yép), that not the law, but the principle of sin mighty in man himself, 
has prepared death for him. It is true the situation, which the apostle thus 
exhibits in his own representative Ego, was for himself as an individual one 
long since past ; but he realizes it as present and places it before the eyes 
like a picture, in which the standpoint of the happier present in which he 
now finds himself renders possible the perspective that lends to every feat- 
ure of his portrait the light of clearness and truth. — odpxivoc made of flesh, 
consisting of flesh, 2 Cor. iii, 83; 1 Cor. iii, 1.2. The signification fleshy, 
corpulentus, Polyb. xxxix. 2. 7, ishere out of place. It is not equivalent to 
the qualitative capxcxéc, fleshly (see Tittmann’s Synon. p. 23), that is, affect- 
ed with the quality that is determined by the cdpé. The cdpxcvoc, as the 
expression of the substance,* is far stronger ; and while not including the 
negation of the moral will in man (see ver. 15 ff., 22, 25), indicates the odpf 


1 Ewald: ‘“‘ He speaks, if possible even more 
than previously, from the standpoint of one 
not yet redeemed, who finds himself face to 
face with the law merely as a simple man, 
and consequently as still lacking all higher 
light and heavenly aid.”—In fact, if all that 
follows can be asserted of the regenerate 
person, “the regenerate man would thus be 


also the unregenerate ;” Baur, in the ¢theol. 


. Jahrb. 857, p. 192 ; neut. Theol. p. 148. 


2 Comp. Plat. Leg. x. p. 906 C; Theocrit. 
xxi. 66 ; LXX.2 Chron. xxxii.8 ; Ezek. xi. 19, 
xxxvi. 26; Addit. Esth. iv. 8: BaowAéa odp- 
KLVOP, 

S$ Comp. Holsten, 2. Hv. des Paul. u. Petr. 
p. 397. 
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—that unspiritual, material, phenomenal nature of man, serving by way of 
vehicle for sin—as the element of his being which so preponderates and ren- 
ders the moral will fruitless, that the Apostle, transporting himself into his 
pre-Christian state, cannot—in the mirror of this deeply earnest, and just as 
real as it was painful, self-contemplation—set forth the moral nature of the 
natural man otherwise than by the collective judgment, J am of flesh ; the 
odpé, my substantial element of being, prevails on me to such an extent that 
the predicate made of flesh cleaves to me as if to a nature consisting of mere 
odpt. This is the Pauline 7d yeyevvnpévov éx tHe capkode odpé éorcv (John iii. 6). 
The Pauline 1d yeyevr. tx tod mvebyatoc rvevud éorw follows in chap. viii. 
Since the odpé is the seat of the sin-principle (see ver. 18, comp. ver. 23), 
there is connected with the cdpkivoc also the rempapévog bd tiv dyapr., sold, 
as a slave, under the (dominion of) sin 7.e. as completely dependent on the 
power of the sin-principle’ as is a serf on the master to whom he is sold : 
) mpaoie dovAov ravTwc Toei Tov TeTpapévov bxd THv TH¢ bmnpeciag KabioTdpevov 
avayknv, Theodore of Mopsuestia. Comp. 1 Kings xxi. 20, 25; 2 Kings 
xvii. 17; 1 Macc. i. 15. The passive sense of rerpau. finds its elucidation in 
ver. 23. irpdoxecOa, in Greek authors (Soph. Zr. 251; Dem. 1304. 8; 
Lucian, Asin. 32) with revi (comp: also Lev. xxv. 39; Deut. xxvii. 68 ; 
Isa. 1. 1; Baruch iv. 6), is here coupled with j7é (comp. Gal. iv. 3) for the 
more forcible indication of the relation. Compare mumpdoxev sic tac yxeipac, 
1 Sam. xxiii. 7; Judith vii. 25 ; and on the matter itself, Seneca, de brev. 
vet. 8. | 

Ver. 15 elucidates and assigns the reason of this relation of slavery. 
“‘ For what I perform I know not,” i.e. it takes place on my part without 
cognition of its ethical bearing, in the state of bondage of my moral reason. 
Analogous is the position of the slave, who acts as his master’s tool without 
perceiving the proper nature and the aim of what he does. Augustine, 


1 These very predicates, as strong as pos- 
sible, expressed without limitation, and in 
contrast to mvevyatixds, should have pre- 
cluded men from explaining it of the regen- 
erate man, of the condition in the state of 
grace. Paul would have been speaking in 
defiance of his own consciousness (vi. 14, 
22, viii. 2). See, moreover, Achelis, p. 681 
ff. Theodoret has the true view: tov mpd 
THS XapLTOS avdpwmov eiodyer ToALopKovpeE- 
vov md Tav mada: capKikoyv yap Kader TOV 
endémw THS TvEeVMaTLKHS EmLKoupias 
TetuxyKkora, Itis true that there are, in 
the case of the regenerate man also, “in 
natura carnali reliquiae prioris morbi’”’ 
(Melanchthon), and flesh and spirit are at 
warfare in him (viii. 5, Gal. v. 17); but he 
is not cdpx.vos as opposed to mvevpatixés, 
and nota slave sold to sin, else he must have 
fallen back again from his regenerate state. 
Very characteristic is the distinction, that 
in the case of the regenerate man the con- 
flict is between flesh and spirit (i.e. the Holy 


Spirit received by him) ; but in that of the 
unregenerate man, between the jlesh and 
his own moral reason or vods, which latter 
succumbs, whilst in the regenerate the vic- 
tory in the conflict may and must fall to 
the Spirit. Comp. on Gal. v. 17; also Baur, 
Paul. Tl. p. 158 f. All who have taken the 
subject in our passage to be the man al- 
ready redeemed have necessarily fallen into 
the error (especially apparent in the case of 
Krummacher) of confounding the struggle 
between flesh and Spirit in the case of the 
regenerate person, with that described in 
our passage in the case of the still unre- 
generate man, who is not yet able to oppose 
the mvedua, but only his own too weak vois, 
to the power of sin in the flesh. From this 
error they should have been deterred by 
the very circumstance that in the entire 
passage (how wholly different in viii. 2 f. !) 
Paul is quite silent regarding the tvedpua as 
a power opposed to the oapé and the apap- 
Tia, 
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Beza, Grotius, Estius, and others, including Flatt, Glockler, Reiche, and 
Reithmayr, erroneously take yivéoxw as I approve, which it never means, not 
even in Matt.. vii. 283; John x. 14; 1 Cor. villi. 3; Rom. x. 19; 2 Tim. 
ii. 19; Ps. i. 6 ; Hosea viii. 4 ; Eccles. xviii. 27. Hofmann’s view, how- 
ever, is also incorrect, that the cognition is meant, ‘‘ which includes the 
object in the subjectivity of the person knowing,” so that the passage denies that 
the work and the inner life have anything in common. In this way the idea 
of the divine cognition, whose object is man (Gal. iv. 9 ; Matt. xii. 23), is 
extraneously imported into the passage. — od yap 6 6é4w x.r.2.] The proof of 
the 6 xarepy. ov yevaoxw. For whosoever acts in the light of the moral cogni- 
tion does not, of course, do that which is hateful to him following his 
practical reason (6 juod), but, on the contrary, that towards which his 
moral desire is directed (6 #é4w). The person acting without that cognition, 
carried away by the power of sin in him, does not pursue as the aim of his 
activity (tpéooe:, comp. on i. 32) that which in the morally conscious state 
he would pursue, but, on the contrary, does (rove?) what in that state is 
abhorrent to him.’ The ethical power of resolution, which decides for 
the good, is inactive, and man does the evil that he abhors. Paul conse- 
quently ascribes to the unregenerate man also the moral wish,* which he 
has in rational self-determination ; but he denies to him the action corre- 
sponding thereto, because his moral self-determination does not come into 
exercise in the state of his natural bondage, but he is, on the contrary, 
hurried away to the performance of the opposite. His 0é2ev of the good 
and his pwoeiv of the evil are not, therefore, those of the regenerate man, be- 
cause the new man, in virtue of the holy rveiua, emerges from the conflict 
with the oépé as a conqueror (against Philippi) ; nor yet the weak velleitas, 
of the schoolmen (Tholuck, Reithmayr, comp. Baumgarten-Crusius) ; but a 
real, decided wishing and hating (comp. ver. 16), which present, indeed, 
for the moral consciousness the theory of self-determination, but without 
the corresponding result in the issue. The ‘‘I” in 6é%# and uo is con- 
ceived according to its moral self-consciousness, but in zpdcow and rod, 
according to its empiric practice, which runs counter to the self-determina- 
tion of that consciousness. Reiche, in consistency with his misconception 
of the entire representation, brings out as the pure thought of ver. 10: 
‘‘the sinful Jew, as he appears in experience and history, does the evil 
which the Jew free from sin, as he might and should have been, does not 
approve.” As profane analogies of the moral conflict meant by Paul, comp. 
Epict. Enchir. ii. 26. 4 : 6 wav OéAee (6 duaptdver) ob rovel, Kat 6 pun OéAee rovet ; 
Eur, Med. 1079 : Ouud¢ 62 xpeicowy (stronger) trav éuév Bovdevudtwv, and the 
familiar “video meliora proboque, deteriora sequor” (Ovid, Met. vii. 19). 
See also Wetstein, and Spiess, Logos spermat. p. 228 f. 

Ver. 16. Not an incidental inference (Riickert), but an essential carrying 


1 The prod must not be weakened, as¢e.g. thardt, v. freien Willen, p. 405), is perfectly 

- by Th. Schott, who makes it equivalent to foreign to the expression, especially in its 

ov déAw in ver. 16. close connection with ver. 14, and is a pure 
2 For the idea that this déAev has only importation. 

come to exist through regeneration (Lu- 
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on of the argument, from which then ver. 17 is further inferred. For the 
relation of the éyé to the law is in fact the very aim of the section (see ver. 
25). — 8 ob 0é4w| whereto I am unwilling, for in fact I hate it, ver. 15. By 
ov the 6éAe is turned into its opposite. Comp. Baeuml. Partik. p. 278 ; 
Ameis on Homer, Odys. iii. 274. — cbponus TO vduq, bt Kade] since indeed 
the law also desires not what I do. My conduct, therefore, so far as my 
desire is opposed to it, appears, according to this contradiction, as a proof 
that I concur with the law, that it is beautiful, i.e. morally good ; the moral 
excellence which the law affirms of itself (e.g. Deut. iv. 8) I also agree with 
it in acknowledging ; in point of fact, I say yes to it. Comp. also Philippi 
and Hofmann. The usual view : I grant to the law, that, etc., overlooks the 
ovv, and the reference of the 76 véu@ to ovv (I say with). We may add that 
Chrysostom, im loc., has appropriately directed attention to the oixeia 
evyéveca Of the moral nature of man. 

Ver. 17. Nuvi dé] does notintroduce a minor proposition attaching itself 
with a ‘‘but now” (Reithmayr and Hofmann)—a view which is unsuitable 
to the antithetical form of the expression ; nor is it to be taken, with 
Augustine, as ‘‘nunc in statu gratiae ;” but it is the quite common and, in 
Paul’s writings especially, very frequent as it is, however (see on iii. 21), 
that is, in this actual state of the case, however ; namely, since my 6éAev, not- 
withstanding my conduct, is not opposed to the law, but on the contrary 
confirms it. In connection with this view ovxétc also is not, possibly, 
temporal, ‘‘ pointing back to a time in which it was otherwise with the 
speaker’ (Hofmann), namely, to what is related in vv. 7-11, but logical, as 
in ver. 20, xi. 6 ; Gal. iii. 18. What is indicated by vi dé stands to éya 
katepy. avTé in an excluding relation, so that after the former there can be no 
mention of the latter. It is the dialectic non jam, non item (Bornemann ad 
Xen. Oyr. i. 6, 27; Winer, p. 547 f. [E. T. 618]; comp. Ellendt, Lez. 
Soph. Il. p. 432). — éyé] with emphasis : my personality proper, my self- 
consciousness, which is my real, morally wishing Ego. It is not this ‘‘I” 
that performs the evil (airé, i.e. 5 ob 0é4w, ver. 16), but the principle of sin, 
which has its dwelling-place in me (the phenomenal man), enslaving my 
better—but against its power too weak—will, and not allowing it to attain ac- 
complishment. That év éuoi is not, like éyé, to be taken of the moral self-con- 
scious ‘‘ I,” is affirmed by Paul himself in ver. 18. But it is erroneous to 
infer, from what he here says of the éyé, the necessity of the explanation in 
the sense of the regenerate person (see especially Calvin and Philippi) ; for 
if the power practising the evil be not the ‘‘I,” but the potentiality of sin, 
this accords perfectly with the state of the capxixéc, wvyexde (1 Cor. ii. 14), 
br tH duaptiay merpapuévocg (ver. 14), consequently of the unregenerate, in 
whom sin rules, and not the grace and power of the Holy Spirit leading the 
moral Ego to victory. ‘In the regenerate man dwells the Spirit (viii. 8 ; 
Gal. v. 16 f. ; 1 Cor. iii. 16), who aids the ‘‘I” in conquering the sin-power 
of the flesh (viii. 13 ff. ; Gal. v. 24). 


1 Comp. Plat. Rep. p. 608 B. Theaet. p.199 558; Eur. Hippol. 265; Sturz, Lex. Xen. IV. 
C, Phaed. p. 64B; Soph. Aj. 271, Ocd. R.  p. 153. 


a 


CHAP, VII., 18, 19. 279 
Ver. 18. Basing of the 42’ 7 oixovoa év éuot duapria in ver. 17 on the human 
(not : Christian) experimental consciousness of the iudvrov caxév (Wisd. xii. 
10). — rovr’ éorw év rH oapKi ov] More precise definition to év éuoi, by which 
it is designated, in order to make the meaning clear beyond all doubt, ac- 
cording to its aspect of self-verification here meant ; and the latter is ex- 
pressly distinguished from that of the moral self-consciousness, conveyed 
by the éyé in ver. 17. — That good, that is, moral willing and doing, conse- 
quently the opposite of duapria, has its abode in the odpé of man, 7.e. in his 
materio-physical phenomenal nature (comp. on ver. 14),' is negatived by 
ovk oixet. . . . dyady, and this negation is then proved by 7d yap OéAevv k.T.A. 
If the cdpé, namely, were the seat of the moral nature, so that the will of the 
moral self-consciousness and that residing in the cdpé harmonized, in that 
case there would be nothing opposed to the carrying out of that moral ten- 
dency of will ; in that case, besides the willing, we should find also in man 
the performance of the morally beautiful (rd xaddv, ‘‘quod candore morali 
nitet,” van Hengel). On the identity of the xa4év and the aya6év, accord- 
ing to the Greek view of morality, see Stallb. ad Plat. Sympos. p. 201 C. — 
wapdkertat wor] lies before me (Plat. Tim. p. 69 A, Phil. p. 41 D ; 2 Mace. iv. 
4)—a, plastic expression of the idea: there is present in me. Paul presents 
the matter, namely, as if he were looking around in his own person, as in a 
spacious sphere, to discover what might be present therein. There he sees 
the @éAewv (7d xaAév) immediately confronting him, before his gaze ; but his 
searching gaze fails to discover (ovy etpioxw) the xatepydlecba 7d xaddv. The 
performance of the good, therefore, is something not characteristic of the 
natural man, while that 6éAev of the moral ‘‘I” is present with him. 
‘* Longe a me abest,” says Grotius aptly in explanation of the reading ov sc. 
wapdxectat, with which, however, ovy etpicxw is perfectly equivalent in sense ; 
so that to render the latter ‘‘TI gain it not, i.e. I can not” (Estius, Kypke, 
Flatt, Tholuck, and K6llner), or, ‘‘it is to me wnattainable” (Hofmann), is 
inconsistent, with the correlative rapdxe:tai yor, as well as the eipicxw in ver. 
21. Theodoret has rightly noted the ground of the oy eipicnw: dobevd... . 
mept THY Tpagiv, érépav éxcxovpiay (namely, that of the Holy Spirit) ob éywv. 
But the éy6, which has the willing, can not at all be the xacvd¢g rvevwarexde 
_ GvOpwrog (against Philippi), whose 6éAevw is the ‘‘ fide promptitudo” (Calvin), 
because that éyé, clogged by the sinful power of the flesh, is naked and 
void of the xarepyétecba. The latter is the simple to bring about, to bring 
into execution (see on i. 27) ; and if, in order to interpret it appropriately of 
the regenerate person, it be made to mean, éo live quite purely (Luther), or 
the ‘‘implere gua decet alacritate” (Calvin), or the act which is in harmony 
with the will sanctified by the Spirit of God (Philippi), these shades of mean- 
ing are purely imported. 
Ver. 19. Proof of 7d 62 xarepy. 7d Kaddv ovx eipioxw in ver. 18. For the good 
that I desire I do not ; but the evil that I desire not, that I pursue. Respect- 


1 Jul. Miiller, I. p. 458, ed. 5, wrongly  life.”” See against this especially vv. 15, 25. 
takes it here as morally indifferent, ‘ofthe viii. 3 ff. Comp. also Rich. Schmidt, Paul. 
collective phenomenal reality of human Christol. p. 14. 
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ing the interlocking of the relative and main clauses, see Winer, p. 155 
[E. T. 164]. 

Ver. 20. From this follows, however, the very proposition to be proved, 
ver. 17, that it is not the moral self, but the sin-principle in man, that per- 
forms the evil. — ov 6éAw] as in ver. 16. 

Vv. 21-23. Result from vv. 14-20. ; 

Ver. 21. Among the numerous interpretations of this passage, which 
Chrysostom terms doagé¢ eipnuévov, and the exposition of which has been 
given up as hopeless by van Hengel and Riickert, the following fall to be 
considered :'—(1) rév véuov taken generally as rule, necessity, and the like : 
‘*T find therefore for me, who am desirous of doing the good, the rule, the una- 
voidably determining element, that evil lies before me ;” so that it is substan- 
tially the érepocg véuocg év Toicg pédeor, Ver. 23, that is here meant. So, in the 
main, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Estius, Wolf, and others, including 
Ammon, Boehme, Flatt, Kéllner, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Nielsen, 
Winer, Baur, Philippi, Tholuck, Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 379, Umbreit, 
Krummacher, Jatho, and the latest Catholic expositors, Reithmayr, Maier, 
and Bisping. But it is fatal to this view, that 6 véuoc, in accordance with 
the entire context, can be nothing else than the Mosaic law, since a defini- 
tion altering this wonted reference of the meaning is not appended, but is 
only introduced in ver. 23 by the addition of érepov ; further, that 671 éuoi 7d 
kaxov Tapdxecrae is not a relation that presents itself in idea as a véuoc, but, on 
the contrary, as something empirical, as a phenomenon of fact ; and lastly, 
that we should have to expect rdv véuov, in that case, only before 67. (2) 
tov véuov understood of the Mosaic law : ‘‘ I find therefore in me, who am de- 
sirous of doing the law, (namely) the good, that evil lies before me.” According 
to this view, consequently, rd xadév is in apposition with r. véuov, and bri 
x.T.4. is the object of etpicxw. So, in substance, Homberg, Bos, Knapp, Ser. 
var. arg. p. 389, Klee, Bornemann in Luc. p. |xvii, Olshausen, Fritzsche, 
and Krehl. But after what goes before (vv. 15--20), it is inconsistent with 
the context to separate roeiy rd xaddv ; and, besides, the appositional view 
of rd xaddv is a forced expedient, feebly introducing something quite super- 
fluous, especially after the rév véuov prefixed with full emphasis. (8) rov 
vouov likewise taken of the Mosaic law, and dr: taken as because: ‘‘I find 
therefore the law for me, who am disposed to do the good, because evil lies before 
me ;”’ i.e. I find therefore that the law, so far as I have the will to do what 
is good, is by my side concurring with me, because evil is present with me 
(and therefore I need the law as ovvf#yopov and érireivovra 7d BobAnua, see Chry- 
sostom). So substantially the Peshito, Chrysostom, Theophylact (cipicxw 
dpa Tov véu“ov cvvnyopovvTad mot, Oédovte pév roveiv TO KaAdY, WH TOLOVYTEL 
d2, didte éuol rapdKertac Td Kaxdv) 3 comp. also Origen, Theodore of Mopsues- 
tia, Oecumenius (less clearly Theodoret), Hammond, Bengel, Semler, Mo- 
rus, and my own second edition. But the idea, which according to this 
view would be conveyed by the dative r@ OéAovrs éuot x.t.A., must have been 


1 Leaving out of account Reiche’s misinterpretation as to a double “I” of Jewish 
humanity. 
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more definitely and expressly indicated than by the mere dativus commodi ; 
moreover, this explanation does not harmonize with the apostle’s purpose 
of summing up now, as the result of his previous view, the whole misery, 
in which the natural man sees himself when confronted with the law ; 
see vv. 22-25. Hofmann also, modifying his earlier similar view 
(Schriftbew. I. p. 549), now understands under ‘tr. véuov the Mosaic 
law, and takes ér in the sense of because, but 7d Kaddv, as predicate 
to r. vduov, the dative as depending on 7d «addv, and roeiv, which is 
supposed to be without an object, as belonging to 6é%. The speaker 
thus declares what he recognizes the law as being, ‘‘namely, as that which 
to him, who is willing to do, is the good ;” and he finds it so, ‘‘ because the 
evil is at hand to him ;” when he ‘comes to act,” the evil is there also, and 
presents itself to him to be done ; which contradiction between the thing 
willed and the thing lying to his hand makes him perceive the harmony be- 
tween his willing and the law, so that, namely, he ‘‘ would be doing what he 
wills, if he were doing that which the law commands.” This extremely tortu- 
ous explanation, which first of all imports the nucleus of the thought which 
is supposed to be expressed so enigmatically, breaks down at the very out- 
set by its assumption that oeiv is meant to stand witheut object (when I 
come to act !), although the object (comp. vv. 15-20) stands beside it (76 
xadév) and according to the entire preceding context necessarily belongs to it, 
—a statement as to which nothing but exegetical subjectivity can pronounce 
the arbitrary verdict that it is ‘‘ groundless prejudice.” (4) Ewald’s attrib- 
utive reference of 1d xaxév to the law is utterly erroneous : ‘ I find therefore 
the law, when I desire to do what is beautiful, how it lies at hand to me as the 
evil.” Paul assuredly could not, even in this connection, have said 7d kaxdv 
of the divine law after vv. 12, 14; comp. ver. 22. (5) Abandoning all 
these views, I believe that rév véuov is to be understood of the Mosaic law 
and joined with r¢ 6éAovt:, that roveiv is to be taken as infinitive of the pur- 
pose (Buttmann, p. 224, E. T. 261), and érc «.7.4. as object of eipicxw (comp. 
Esr. ii. 26) : ‘‘it results to me, therefore, that, while my will is directed to the 
law in order to do the good, the evil lies before me.” What deep wretched- 
ness! My moral will points to the law in order to do the good, but the 
evil is present with me in my fleshly nature, to make the 6éAew void ! 
What I will, that I cannot do.? In connection with this view, observe : (a) 


1 Th. Schott does not indeed commit the 
mistake of separating mocecy from 7d KaAdr, 
but he introducesin another way what is 
not in the text : “* I find the law for me, who 
am willing to do good, such an one as leaves 
the matter on the footing, that to me, etc.” 

2The objections urged against my ex- 
planation are very unimportant. It is said, 
in particular, that the inversion rdv vépov 
7@ dédovte is harsh (Delitzsch), forced (Phi- 
lippi), strange and meaningless (Hofmann). 
But it is not harsher than the numerous per- 
fectly similar hyperbata found in all classic 
authors (comp. ¢.g. Xen. Mem. i. 6. 13, where 
the Sophists are termed rhv codiarv ot mwdA0odv- 


tes, Plat. Apol. p. 89 C: tas ot edéyxortes, 
Herod. vii. 184: tas cauyndAovs Tovs éAavvortas, 
Thue. vi. 64.5: tadra rods ~Evydpacorvtas, and 
Poppo in loc. ; also Kiihner, Gramm. II. 1, 
p. 582); and so far from being meaningless, 
the inverted arrangement, very appropri- 
ately to the sense, lays a great emphasis up- 
on Tov vonov, For the voéuos, as the divine 
record of the xaAdv, in contrast to the caxdv 
which lies in man, has the stress, which 
does not rest upon 3¢Aovre (Hofmann). Ob- 
serve how the idea of thc law is prominent 
and pervading down tothe end of the chap- 
ter, and then again in viii. 2 ff. Least of all 
in the case of such an extremely difficult pas- 
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That the position of the words rdv véuov rH OéAovte Euol Serves, without any 
harshness, to set forth rdv véuov emphatically, just as often also in classical 
writers the substantive with the article is emphatically prefixed to the par- 
ticiple with the article, on which it depends (see Kiihner ad Xen. Mem. i. 6. 
13 ; Bornemann and Kiihner ad Anab. v. 6, 7 ; Kriiger, § 50, 10. 1 ; Bern- 
hardy, p. 461) ;—(@) That 6édew with the accusative as object of the will- 
ing, i.e. of the moral striving and longing, of desire and love, is particu- 
larly frequent in the LXX. (see also Matt. xxvii. 43 and the remark there- 
on) ; compare here, especially, Isa. v. 24: ob yap HOéAnoav Tov vouov Kupiov. 
(c) Finally, how aptly the ovvgdouar yap TO voup k.T.A. in the illustrative 
clause that follows, ver. 22, harmonizes with the roy véuov ro GéAovte épot 5 
while the subsequent BAérw d8 érepov vépov x.7.A., In ver. 23, answers to the 
bre éuot Td Kaxdv wapadxectar. [See Note LXXXV. p. 294. |—The dative r@ OéAovtt 
éuot is that of the ethical reference: deprehendo mihi, experience proves it 
tome. Comp. eipé6y por, ver. 10.’ 

Vv. 22, 28. Antithetical illustration of ver. 21. — ovr@dopat tr. vou T. Oc0v | 
The compound nature of the verb is neither to be overlooked (as by Beza and 
others, including Riickert and Reiche), nor to be taken as a strengthening 
of it (Kéllner), or as apud animum meum laetor (Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Cru- 
sius, de Wette, Tholuck, and Philippi). It means: J rejoice with, which 
sense alone consists with linguistic usage.?- By this, however, we are not to 
understand the joy over the law, shared with others (van Hengel and others)— 
an idea here foreign to the connection ; nor yet the joyful nature of taking 
part in the law (Hofmann), whereby the necessary conception of joy in com- 
mon falls away ; but rather: I rejoice with the law of God, so that its joy 
(the law being personified) is also mine. It is the agreement of moral sym- 
pathy in regard to what is good. Comp. on obypypus in ver. 16. So also 
cuurevOeiv tit, ovvadyeiv ti, «.T.A. 5 Similarly ovAAvrotpevoc, Mark iii. 5. 
Rightly given in the Vulgate : ‘‘condelector legi (not lege) Dei.” Comp. 1 
Cor. xiii. 6 : ovyyaipe: rH dAnbeig. The Mosaic law is described as vépo¢ Oeov 
(genit. auctoris) in contrast to the érepo¢ véuoc, which is the law opposed to 
God. — xara t. tow dvOp.] The rational and moral nature of man, deter- 
mined by conscience (ii. 15), is, as the inward man, distinguished from the 
outward man that appears in the body and its members.* 6 vov¢ in its con- 


sage should people suppose that they may 
dismiss a linguistically unassailable explana- 
tion by vague and merely dogmatical ob- 
jections. 

1 Hom. Od. xxi. 304: of & aire mpwtw Kaxov 
evpeto oivoBapetwy, Soph. Aj. 1144: © pde- 
yu’ av ovx av edpes. O. R. 546: dvomery yap 
cai Bapvv oa” evipn« énoi. Oecd. C. 970: ovK av 
é£evpois Euoi apaprias Svedos ovdév, Plat. 
Rep. p. 421 E ; Eur. Jon. 1407. 

2 Plat. Rep. p. 462 E; Dem. 519. 10, 579. 
19; Soph. Oed. C. 1398; Eur. Med. 136; 
Sturz, Lex. Xen. IV. p. 184; Reisig, Hnarr. 
Soph. Oed. C. 1398. 

3It is erroneous to discover in the ex- 
pression the designation of the regenerate 


man (Luther, Melanchthon,Calvin, Calovius, 
Krummacher, and others), or to say (as 
Delitzsch does) that Paul means the higher 
better self produced or liberated by the 
grace of the discipline of the law (Psychol. 
p. 880). The unregenerate man _ also, 
whether the law have already taken him 
into its training or not, has the écw avdpw- 
wos, and the connection alone must decide 
whether the écw avSpwros of the passage 
relates to the redeemed or the unredeemed. 
The inner man is that which receives the 
Spirit and grace (comp. 2 Cor. iv. 16; Eph. 
iii. 16), and not the work of these. The 
latter is the new man (Eph. ii. 10, iv. 24). 
In our passage the entire connection de- 
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trast to odpt designates the same thing a potiori ; see on Eph. iii. 16, 2 Cor, 
iv. 16 ; also 1 Pet. iii. 4, and Huther in loc. Philo (p. 533, Mang.) terms 
it dvOpwroc év avopory. [See Note LXXXVI. p. 294.]— BAéro] Here also 
Paul represents himself as a spectator of his own personality, and as such he 
sees, etc. — érepov] a law of another nature, not dddov. Comp. ver. 4, and on 
Gal. i. 6. —év toig wédeot pov] sc. dvta, correlative, even by its position, with 
Fritzsche and Hofmann join év roi¢ béA. pov avtiotpar.,* 
whereby, however, the importance of the added elements dvriorpar. «.7.2. is 
more subordinated to the év r. wéA. wov, and the symmetry of the discourse 
unnecessarily disturbed ; comp. below, r¢ évte év toig péA. pov. The mem- 
bers, as the instruments of activity of the odpé, are, seeing that the odpé it- 
self is ruled by sin (vv. 18, 25), that in which the power of sin (the dictate 
of the sin-principle, 6 véuog tH¢ duaptr.) pursues its doings. This activity in 
hand, eye, etc. (comp. vi. 13, 19), is directed against the dictate of the 
moral reason, and that with the result of victory ; hence the figures drawn 
from war, avtiorpar. and also aiyuadwr.-—The véyog tov vodc—in which the 
genitive is neither to be taken as that of the subject (Fritzsche : ‘‘ quam 
mens mea constituit ;” comp. Hofmann, ‘‘ which man gives to himself”), 
nor epexegetically (Th. Schott), but locally, corresponding to the év roic pen. 
wov—is not identical with the véyoc r. Ocod in ver. 22 (Usteri, Kéllner, Ol- 
shausen, and others), just because the latter is the positive law of God, the 
law of Moses ; but itis the regulator of the ovvidecSat TH vou Tod Oeod (Ver. 22), 
implied in the moral reason and immanent in the voic. As to voic, which is 
here, in accordance with the connection, the reason in its practical activity, 
the power of knowledge in its moral quality as operating to determine the 
moral will,? see Stirm in the Jib. Zeitschr. 1884, 8, p. 46 ff. ; Beck, bid. 


kata Tov éow av pwrov. 


cides that it is the éow avdpwmos of the wn- 
regenerate man which is meant, in his re- 
lation to the law; to him also belongs, as 
respects his moral ‘‘I” (although this is 
quite arbitrarily denied by Philippi, follow- 
ing Melanchthon, and many others), the 
ovvidopar TO vop@ T. Ocod (comp. ii. 15), and 
it must belong to him, since the sinful 
nature has its seat and home in the capé, 
vy. 18, 25, as the antithesis of the vois. 
This does not indeed consist with the as- 
sumption that it is precisely the higher 
powers of the natural man that by nature 
are at diametrical variance with God and 
Ilis law (Form. Cone. p. 640 f.), but it 
nevertheless rests on an exegetic basis. 
Comp. on Eph. iii. 16. The capé, however, 
with the power of sin dwelling in it, over- 
powers the vods so that it becomes in 
bondage, darkened, and in the activity 
of its conscience blunt and perverted ; 
hence it requires renewal (xii. 2): comp. 
Weiss, didi. Theol. § 95. There remains, 
therefore, the necessity for redemption of 
the whole natural man, as also his incapac- 
ty for self-attainment of salvation ; and it 


is an error to see in that contradiction to 
the Formula Concordiae aught to shake the 
Pauline doctrine of atonement and justi- 
fication by faith alone (Delitzsch). De- 
litzsch brings against me the charge of 
being un-Lutheran and unbiblical. The 
latter I must deny; the former does not 
affect me as exegete, since as such I have 
only to inquire what is exegetically right or 
wrong. Philippi, p. 307, ed. 3, note, quotes 
against me authorities (of very various 
kinds) which as such prove nothing; and 
reminds me of the position of investigation 
as tothe idea of the capé&. I may be trusted 
to possess some acquaintance with the po- 
sition of such investigations, including 
even those which the respected theologian 
has not embraced in his quotations and to 
some extent could not yet do so. 

1 Compare Th. Schott, who however ren- 
ders ev: in the power of my members. 

2 Consequently the morally willing faculty 
of the human mvedua. Comp. (against Hol- 
sten) Pfleiderer in Hilgenfeld’s Zetéschr. 1871, 
p. 165 f. ; Kluge /.c, 
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Seelenl. p. 49 ff. ; Delitzsch, p. 179 ; Kluge in the Jahrb. f. D. Th. 1871, p. 
327. The form vod¢ belongs to the later Greek. See Lobeck ad Phryn. p. 
453. —xal aiyyar. x.7.2.] and makes me prisoner-of-war to the law of sin (makes 
me subject to the power of the sin-principle) which is in my members. 'The 
ue does not denote the inner man, the vov¢g (Olshausen), for it, regarded in 
itself, continues in the service of the law of God (ver. 25) ; but the appar- 
ent man, who would follow the leading of the voice. He it is, for the con- 
trol of whom the law of sin contends with the moral law. The former con- 
quers, and thereby, while the moral law has lost its influence over him, 
makes him its prisoner-of-war (Luke xxi. 24 ; 2 Cor. x. 5) ; so that he is 
now—to express the same idea by another figure—rempapévog imo tr. duapriay, 
ver. 14,—a trait of the gloomy picture, which likewise does not apply to 
the condition of the redeemed, viii. 2. —76 véu tio duapt.] is identical with 
the véuoc that was previously, without more precise definition, called érepo¢ 
vopoc. Instead, namely, of saying : ‘‘and made me #¢s prisoner,” Paul char- 
acterizes—as he could not avoid doing in order to complete the antithesis 
—the victorious law, not previously characterized, as that which i is, and 
says : aixuar. ue T. vouw duapt. Here r. duapr. is the genitivus auctoris ; r. 
véuy, however, is not instrumental (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact), 
but can only be taken as the dative of reference (commodi). The observa- 
tion ré@ dvtz év Toi¢ uéAeot pov, emphatically added to make the disgrace more 
palpably felt, obviates the misconception that a power different from the 
érepoc vouoc was meant. [See Note LXXXVII, p. 295.] We must dismiss, 
therefore, the distinctions unsupported by evidence that (following Origen, 
Jerome, and Oecumenius, but not Ambrosiaster) have been attempted ; ¢.9. 
recently by Kéllner, who thinks that the érepo¢ véuog means the demands of 
the sensuous nature, so far as they manifest themselves in individual cases 
as bodily lusts, while the ,vduo¢ r. duapt. is the sensuous nature itself con- 
ceived as a sinful principle ; or by de Wette, who thinks that the former is 
the proneness to sin which expresses itself in the determinableness of the 
will by the sensuous nature, while the latter is the same proneness, so far as 
it conflicts with the law of God, and by the completed resolution actually en- 
ters into antagonism thereto (comp. Umbreit) ; or by Ewald (comp. also 
Grotius and van Hengel), who thinks that Paul here distinguishes two pairs 
of kindred laws : (1) the eternal law of God, and alongside of it, but too weak 
_in itself, the law of reason ; and (2) the law of desire, and along with it, as 
still mightier, the law of sin. Similarly also Delitzsch, Reithmayr, and 
Hofmann. The latter distinguishes the law of sin from the law in the mem- 
bers, in such a way that the former is prescribed by sin, as the lawgiver, to 
all those who are subject to it ; the latter, on the contrary, rules in the bod- 
ily nature of the individual, as soon as the desire arises in him.'— aizpyaro- 


1 Calovius gives the right view: “ Lex 
membrorum et lex peccati idem sunt, ut e 
verbis apostoli (év) Té véuw ris apaprias TO 
Svre év Tots pédeoi wov liquet.” The 
clear words themselves do not convey, 
moreover, the distinction between the pro- 


duced and the producer (Delitzsch) ; but, 
on the contrary, the law of sin coincides 
completely with the law of the members, 
as already Augustine perceived, de nupt. 
et concup. i. 30: “‘captivantem sub lege pec- 
cati, h. e. sub se ipsa.” Comp. also Theo- 
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rit» belongs to the age of Diodorus, Josephus, etc. (aixyadwretw is still 
later).? 

Ver. 24. The marks of parenthesis in which many include vv. 24, 25, 
down to juey, or (Grotius and Flatt) merely ver. 25 down to juév, should be 
expunged, since the flow of the discourse is not once logically interrupted. 
—radairwpoc x.t.4.] The oppressive feeling of the misery of that captivity 
finds utterance thus. Here also Paul by his ‘‘I” represents the still wnre- 
deemed man in his relation to the law. Only with the state of the latter, 
not with the consciousness of the regenerate man, as if he ‘‘ as it were” were 
crying ever afresh for a new Redeemer from the power of the sin still re- 
maining in him (Philippi), does this wail and cry for help accord. The 
regenerate man has that which is here sighed for, and his mood is that 
which is opposite to the feeling of wretchedness and death, v. 1 ff., viii. 1 ff. ; 
being that of freedom, of overcoming, of life in Christ, and of Christ in 
him, of peace and joy in the Holy Spirit, of the new creature, to which old 
things have passed away. Comp. Jul. Miiller, 0. d. Siinde, I. p. 458 f., 
ed. 5. The objection of Reiche, that Paul would, according to this view, 
speak of himself while he was thinking of men of quite an opposite frame 
of mind, is not valid ; for that longing, which he himself had certainly felt 
very deeply in his pre-Christian life, and into whose painful feelings he 
transports himself back all the more vividly from the standpoint of his bliss- 
ful state of redemption,? could not but, in the consistent continuation of the 
idiosis, be here individualized and realized as present through his éyé. And 
this he could do the more unhesitatingly, since no doubt could thereby be 
raised in the minds of his readers regarding his present freedom from the 
radamupia over which he sighs. Reiche himself, curiously enough, regards 
ver. 24 as the cry for help of Jewish humanity, to which ‘‘a redeemed one 
replies” in viii. 1 ; ver. 25, standing in the way, being a gloss !—radair. 
ty évdp.] Nominative of exclamation : O wretched man that I am! See 
Kiihner, I. 1, p. 41; Winer, p. 172 [E. T. 182.]—radaim., Rev. iii. 17, 
very frequent in the tragedians: Plat. Huthyd. p. 302 B; Dem. 548. 12, 
425. 11. —ptoera:] Purely future. In the depth of his misery the longing 
after a deliverer asks as if in despair : who will it be? —éx tov odmartog rt. 
Savdtov tobrov] robrov might indeed grammatically be joined to oéparo¢ 
(Erasmus, Beza, Calyin, Estius, and many others, including Olshausen, 
Philippi, Hofmann, and Th. Schott), since one may say, 70 coat. 0. Toro ; 
but the sense is against it. For that which weighs upon him, namely, the 


dore of Mopsuestia, who declares himself 
expressly and decidedly against the inter- 
pretation of our passage as pointing to 
Jour laws. 

1 See Thom. Mag. p. 23 ; Lobeck ad Phryn. 
p. 442. 

2 This applies also against Delitzsch’s as- 
sertion, that the very form of this lamen- 
tation shows that it proceeds from the 
breast of a converted person. How nat- 


ural is it, rather, that Paul should repre- 


sent the redemption, as he had himself ex- 


perienced it, and whose triumphant bliss 
he bore in his own bosom, as the object of 
the longing and sighing of the still unre 
deemed! And who can assert that he him- 
self sighed otherwise, before Christ laid 
hold on him? Thus we here listen to the 
echo of what was once forced from his 
own breast. Where such sighing occurs, it 
is not the state of grace of the converted, 
but merely the operation of the so-called 
gratia praeveniens (comp. the Erlangen 
Zeitschrift, 1864, 6, p. 378 ff.). 
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being dependent on the body as captive of the law of sin, lies in the fact 
that the body belongs to this death, i.e. to the death incurred by sin (which 
is not physical, but eternal death, comp. ver. 10 ff.), consequently to this 
shameful death, as its seat ;* not in the fact that this relation takes place in 
the present body, or in a present time posited with the quality of the 
earthly body. [See Note LXXXVIII. p. 295.] If the words of the person 
who exclaims should amount to no more than ‘ the hopeless wish to get rid 
of the body, in which he is compelled to live,” without expressing, however, 
the desire to be dead (Hofmann), they would yield a very confused concep- 
tion. Moreover, by postponing the pronoun, Paul would only have ex- 
pressed himself very unintelligibly, had his meaning been hoe corpus mortis, 
and not corpus mortis hujus (Vulgate). Comp. Acts v. 20, xiii. 26. The 
correct explanation therefore is : ‘‘ Who shall deliver me, so that I be no longer 
dependent on the body, which serves as the seat of so shameful a death ?” or, in 
other words : ‘‘ Who shall deliver me out of bondage under the law of sin into 
moral freedom, in which my body shall no longer serve as the seat of this shameful 
death ?” Comp. viii. 9, vi. 6, vii. 5, 10 ff. ; Col. ii. 11. With what vivid and 
true plastic skill does the deeply-stirred emotion of the apostle convey this 
meaning ! underneath which, no doubt, there likewise lies the longing 
‘‘after a release from the sinful natural life” (Th. Schott). In detail, ri¢ ye 
pboera corresponds with the aiyyadoril. we td véuw tHe du. in ver. 23; é& 
Tov oOu. With the r@ dvti év Toi¢ wédect wov in ver. 23 ; and robrov denotes the 
death as occasioned by the tragic power of sin just described also in ver. 
23 ; the genitive relation is the same asin vi. 6. The rendering ‘mortal 
body”? is condemned by the close connection of rotrov with davdrov, whether 
(inconsistently enough with the.context, see vv. 28, 25, viii. 1, 2) there be 
discovered in the words the longing for death (Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theo- 
phylact, Erasmus, Pareus, Estius, Clericus, Balduin, Koppe, and others), 
or, with Olshausen (introducing what is foreign to the argument), the long- 
ing ‘‘only to be redeemed from the mortal body, i.e. from the body that 
through sin has become liable to perish, so that the Spirit may make it alive.” 
Finally, as in vi. 6, so also here, those explanations are to be rejected 
which, in arbitrary and bold deviation from the Pauline usage, take caua 
not of the human body, but as ‘‘mortifera peccati massa” (Calvin, Cappel, 
Homberg, Wolf) ; or: ‘‘the system of sensual propensitiés (céua), which 
is the cause of death” (Flatt) ; or : ‘death conceived as a monster with a 
body, that threatens to devour the éyé” (Reiche). - 

Ver. 25. Not Paul himself for himself alone, but, as is shown by the fol- 
lowing dpa ov x.7.2., the same collective ‘‘I” that the Apostle has person- 
ated previously, speaks here also—expressing, after that anguish-cry of 
longing, its feeling of deep thankfulness toward God that the longed-for 
deliverance has actually come to it through Christ. There is not change of 
person, but change of scene. Man, still unredeemed, has just been bewail- 
ing his wretchedness owt of Christ ; now the same man is in Christ, and 
gives thanks for the bliss that has come to him in the train of his cry for 


1 Comp. Ex. x. 17 : wepteAétw an” €uod Tov Sdvarov TodTov. 
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help. —ebyapiord tr. Oe¢] For what? is not expressed, quite after the 
manner of lively emotion; but the question itself, ver. 24, and the da’I. X., 
prevent any mistake regarding it. [See Note LXXXIX. p. 296. ] — dia ’Inoow 
Xpiotov] aition bvro¢g tho evyaplotiag Tov Xpiotov" avto¢ yap, ono, KaTépSucev 
& 6 véuog obk ndvvaSyn* avtdc pe Eppvoato éx Tie aoVevetag TOV CHpuaToc, Evdvvapaoas 
avrd, dote unkéte Tepavveiodas tnd THO apuapTiac, Theophylact. Thus, to the 
apostle Christ is the mediator of his thanks,—of the fact itself, however, 
that he gives thanks to God, not the mediator through whom he brings his 
thanks to God (Hofmann), Comp. on i. 8; 1 Cor. xv. 57; Col. 1: 175 
similar is év évéuart, Eph. v. 20. — dpa obv] infers a concluding summary of 
the chief contents of vv. 14-24, from the immediately preceding evxapioro 
- +... quav. [See Note XC. p. 296.] Seeing, namely, that there lies in the 
foregoing expression of thanks the thought: “ it is Jesus Christ, through 
whom God has saved me from the body of this death,” it follows thence, 
and that indeed on a retrospective glance at the whole exposition, ver. 
14 ff., that the man himself, out of Christ—his own personality, alone and 
confined to itself—achieves nothing further than that he serves, indeed, 
with his voic the law of God, but with his cdpé is in the service of the law 
of sin. It has often been assumed that this recapitulation does not connect 
itself with the previous thanksgiving, but that the latter is rather to be 
regarded as a parenthetical interruption (see especially Riickert and 
Fritzsche); indeed, it has even been conjectured that dpa obv .... dpapriac 
originally stood immediately after ver. 23 (Venema, Wassenbergh, Keil, 
Lachmann, Praef. p. X, and van Hengel). But the right sense of airég éyo 
is thus misconceived. It has here no other meaning than I myself, in the 
sense, namely, I for my own person, without that higher saving intervention, 
which I owe to Christ. The contrast with’ others, which airé¢ with the 
personal pronoun indicates (comp. ix. 3, Xv. 14; Herm. ad. Vig. p. 735 ; 
Ast, Lev. Plat. I. p. 317), results always from the context, and is here 
evident from the emphatic did "Ijcov Xpiorod, and, indeed, so that the 
accent falls on abréc.? Overlooking this antithetic relation of the ‘J my- 
self,” Pareus, Homberg, Estius, and Wolf conceived that Paul wished to 
obviate the misconception as if he were not speaking in the entire section, 
and from ver. 14 onwards in particular, as a regenerate man ; K6llner 
thinks that his object now is to establish still more strongly, by his own 
feeling, the truth of what he has previously advanced in the name of hu- 
manity. Others explain : ‘‘just I,” who have been previously the subject of 
discourse (Grotius, Reiche, Tholuck, Krehl, Philippi, Maier, and van 
Hengel ; comp. Fritszche : ‘‘ipse ego, qui meam vicem deploravi,” and 


1§0 also, substantially, Hofmann and - 


Th. Schott; comp. Baur, Reithmayr, Bis- 
ping, Miircker, and Delitzsch, p. 388. 
Wrongly interpreted by Thomasius, I. p. 
278 : according to my Ego proper. The avros 
éys, is, in fact, at the same time the subject 
of the second clause. 

2 It is maintained without due reason by 
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 91 A, that if 


avrés stand before the personal pronoun (as 
here), the Jatter has the emphasis, and vice 
versa. The striking vivacity of Greek dis- 
course has not bound itself down so me- 
chanically. Comp. Bremi ad Dem. Phil 
I. 24, p. 128; Herm. Opusc. I. p. 822 ff. In 
the particular cases the connection must 
decide. 
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Ewald) ; which is indeed linguistically unobjectionable (Bernhardy, p. 
290), but would furnish no adequate ground for the special emphasis 
whichit would have. Others, again, taking airéc as equivalent to 6 abréc 
(see Schaefer, Melet. p. 65 ; Herm. ad Soph. Antig. 920, Opuse. I. p. 332 f. ; 
Dissen ad Pind. p. 412) : ego idem: ‘cui convenit sequens distributio, qua 
videri posset unus homo in duos veluti secari,” Beza. So also Erasmus, 
Castalio, and many others ; Klee and Riickert. But in this view also the 
connection of dpa obv x.7.4. with the foregoing thanksgiving is arbitrarily 
abandoned ; and the above use of airéc as synonymous with 6 avréc, is 
proper to Ionic poetry, and is not sanctioned by the N. T. Olshausen, 
indeed, takes air. éy as I, the one and the same (have in me a twofold 
element), but rejects the usual view, that dpa... . duapriac is a recapitula- 
tion of ver. 14 ff., and makes the new section begin with ver. 25 ;? so,that, 
after the experience of redemption has been indicated by ebyapioré k.7.2., 
the completely altered inner state of the man is now described ; in which 
new state the vov¢ appears as emancipated and serving the law of God, and 
only the lower sphere of the life as still remaining under the law of sin. 
But against this view we may urge, firstly, that Paul would have expressed 
himself inaccurately in point of logic, since in that case he must have 
written : dpa obv abric éya rH pdv capKd dovaeba vou@ auaptiac, TH d2 vol vou 
Oeov ; secondly, that according to vv. 2, 3, 9 ff. the redeemed person is en- 
tirely liberated from: the law of sin ; and lastly, that if the redeemed person 
remained subject to the law of sin with the odpg, Paul could not have said 
ovdév katdxpiua «.7.A. in ver. 1; for see vv. 7-9. Umbreit takes it as = even 
L; a climactic sense, which is neither suggested by the context, nor in keep- 
ing with the deep humility of the whole confession. — doviebw voup Osod| in 
so far as the desire and striving of my moral reason (see on ver. 23) are 
directed solely to the good, consequently submitted to the regulative 
standard of the divine law. At the same time, however, in accordance 
with the double character of my nature, I am subject with my odp£ (see on 
ver. 18) to the power of sin, which preponderates. (ver. 23), so that the 
direction of will in the voice does not attain to the katepyéleoSat. 


Remark 1. The mode in which we interpret vv. 14-25 is of decisive impor- 
tance for the relation between the Church-doctrine of original sin, as more ex- 
actly expressed in the Formula Concordiae,? and the view of the apostle ; inas- 
much as if in ver. 14 ff. it is the wnredeemed man under the law and its disci- 
pline, and not the regenerate man who is under grace, that is spoken of, then 
Paul affirms regarding the moral nature of the former and concedes to it what 
the Church-doctrine decidedly denies to it *—comparing it (Form. Conc. p. 661 


1 The section is also made to begin with 
ver. 25 by Th. Schott and Hofmann; the 
former with dpa ody. and the latter with 
evxaptoT®. But it is only with ovdév xardxpi- 
#a that the new scene opens, of which the 
cry of thanksgiving, ver. 25, was only a 
previous glimpse broken off again by dpa otv 
Quis éyw K.7.A. 

2It employs our passage (see p. 660) for 


the inference: “Si autem in beato ap. 
Paulo et aliis renatis hominibus. naturale 
vel carnale liberum arbitrium etiam post 
regenerationem legi divinae repugnat, quanto 
magis ante regenerationem legi et voluntati 
Dei rebellabit et inimicum erit.” 

% Comp. Jul. Miiller, v. @. Stinde, II. Pp 
238 f., ed. 5. 
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f.) with a stone, a block, a pillar of salt—in a way that cannot be justified (in 
opposition to Frank, Theol. d. Concordienformel, I. p. 138 f.). Paul clearly as- 
cribes to the higher powers of man (his reason and moral will) the assent to 
the law of God ; while just as clearly, moreover, he teaches the great dispro- 
portion in which these natural moral powers stand to the predominance of the 
sinful power in the flesh, so that the liberum arbitrium in spiritualibus is wanting 
to the natural man, and only emerges in the case of the converted person (viii. 
2). And this want of moral freedom proceeds from the power of sin, which is, 
according to ver. 8 ff., posited even with birth, and which asserts itself in op-_ 
position to the divine law. 

Remark 2. How many a Jew in the present day, earnestly concerned about 
his salvation, may, in relation to his law, feel and sigh just as Paul has here 
done ; only with this difference, that unlike Paul he cannot add the edyapioro 
T@ Og K.T.A. ! 


Notrrs By AMERICAN EDITor. 


LXXVII. Ver. 1. 7 dyvoeire x.7.A. 


On this point Philippi says : ‘‘In the nature of things, 7 usually relates to the 
subject immediately preceding ; but there is no logical necessity for this. The 
point of connection may also lie farther back, provided that there is sufficient 
reason for this, and that it is obvious to the reader. But here this is actually 
the case. The proposition vi. 14 might, as vi. 15 shows, lie open to a danger- 
ous misconstruction. This must first of all be repelled. After this is done in 
vi. 16-23, the Apostle returns, according to intention, to vi. 14, in order to 
expand the sentiment of that verse more fully, and defend it against the doubts 
that might arise.” He allows, however, the connection suggested by Meyer, 
if the necessity is felt of thus formally connecting with what immediately pre- 
cedes. Whatever may be said upon this matter, it cannot be doubted that 
these early verses of ch. vii. are united in thought to vi. 14. Weiss ed. Mey. 
holds vi. 15-23 to be a development of the first half of vi. 14, and vii. 1-6 of 
the second half of that verse. 


LXXVIII. Ver. 2. # yap travdpog yivy x.T.A. 


The illustration here given is adopted, as we may suppose, because it pre- 
sents a case to which that of the Christian is analogous—namely, where, with- 
out actually dying, a person dies, or is as it were put to death, so far as the 
law is concerned. védyoc, in all cases of its occurrence in these verses, refers to 
the Mosaic law—unless it be at the end of ver. 2, where the addition of the 
genitive, tos avdpéc, may determine its meaning to be ‘‘the legal power with 
which the husband is invested ’’ (Godet). But probably, even in this instance, 
it means the Mosaic law, so far as this law relates to the husband, or that pro- 
vision of it which bears on the marriage bond. 


LXXIX. Ver. 2. xathpyntat ard Tod véuov Tod avdpéc. 


The view of Meyer that xatjpyyrat has a sense corresponding to éavaraOnre 
of ver. 4, (though Weiss ed. Mey. holds that this is an undue pressing of the 
word), seems to be justified by the point of the illustration. The adoption of 
this view, which naturally carries with it also Meyer’s view of xa? dyeic¢ of ver. 
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4, gives a far simpler and more natural explanation of the «ai of that phrase 
than the one which Weiss resorts to, namely, you also, like all who, according to 
this analogy, are released from a legal obligation. xatnpyntac means, destroyed so 
far as she is related to the law, and thus freed from it. 


LXXX. Ver. 4. eic rd yevéofar tude érépy. 


The point of the analogy is simply the termination of relations to the old 
state. In respect to this there is a strict parallelism between the believer and 
the married woman whose case is supposed. The other elements of the illus- 
tration, with which the Apostle deals in a measure for the purpose of emphasis, 
are of secondary importance, and hence the correspondence so far as these are 
concerned is not to be pressed, and the search for exactness will be vain. No 
confident judgment can be pronounced as to whether the Apostle had definitely 
in mind a “first husband” in the case of the Christian, or, if so, whether it 
was sin or the law; and, for the same reason, it cannot be decided with 
certainty whether the figure of marriage is continued, as Meyer supposes, in 
kapropopnowusv. Among the most recent commentators, Godet says of this verb, 
‘* By this expression he unmistakably continues and completes the figure which 
he began, namely, that of marriage,’’ while Weiss ed. Mey. claims that the 
finding a continuance of the figure in the word is the result only of an ar- 
tificial mode of interpreting. The true view lies, doubtless, between the two— 
that it may be continued, and may not, 


LXXXI. Ver. 6. core dovAeverv qude x.T.A. 


The expressions used in vv, 5, 6 anticipate, on the one hand, the thought 
which is brought out later in this chapter (see vv. 22, 23), and, on the other 
hand, carry the mind of the reader back to the preceding chapter (see vv. 4, 6, 
18, etc.). This fact indicates the close connection of these six verses with 
what goes before, and also confirms the probability, derived from other 
parts of the two chapters, as well as from chap. viii. that the writer is pursuing 
a single line of thought throughout this entire section of the Epistle (chapters 
vi. 1-viii. 39). 


LXXXII. Ver. 7 ff. ri obv épotpev; 6 véuocg duaptia; 


At this point the Apostle takes up the second of the two questions men- 
tioned in a previous note, which are naturally suggested by v. 20—the verse 
in connection with which the present section of the Epistle (vi.—viii.) is intro- 
duced. If the doctrine of justification by faith does not directly lead to con. 
tinuance in sin, does it not involve the.view of the divine (Mosaic) law which 
makes that law ‘‘a something, whose ethical nature is immoral?” In the im- 
mediate sequence of thought and grammatical connection, however, the ques-- 
tion arises out of what is said of the law in vv. 5, 6—otv pointing to those 
verses. The answer to the question is presented in the same form as in vi. 2 ; 
but the proof confirming the negative is set forth in a less direct way. In the 
confirmatory passage containing this proof, vv. 7-13, there are several ele- 
ments : In the order of succession, (a) the statement that the law is not sin, but 
the means of the knowledge of sin; (b) the way by which it becomes the 
means to this end ; (c) the condition of the man to whom the law comes, both 
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before and after its coming ; (d) sin, not the law, is the sinful thing, as made 
manifest by the fact that it uses the holy law asa. means to bring about its 
own ends. Jn the order of importance, as related to the question of ver. 7, a 
and d are of primary consequence, and d contains the positive statement 
which is in direct contrast with the negative in the phrase pu) yévoito ; band ce, 
however, are further developed, and brought into special prominence in vv. 14— 
23, and the writer thus shows that they involve thoughts of especial interest 
in his discussion. 


LXXXIII. Vv. 7-13. 


With respect to the development of the thought in vv. 7-13, the following 
points may be noticed: (1) adAd, of ver. 7, evidently does not express the 
absolute contrast, which is commonly set forth in such sentences by the use 
of this word after a negative particle. Possibly the Apostle, in using it, may 
have had in mind the thought of the 13th verse, and have supposed that the 
reader would adjust the relations of the passage properly when he should have 
reached that verse. In Gal. iv. 8, ddd contrasts with the idea of the sonship 
into which the readers had been brought (see the preceding verses), that of 
desiring and turning to anew bondage. Yet the latter idea is not found in 
the clause which is opened by the dad, but in a succeeding one introduced by 
mac. This and similar passages, though not in exact correspondence with the 
case here presented, may serve to illustrate the freedom of Paul’s method of 
writing in reference to such words. The 8th verse here, with its dé, belongs in 
close connection with the clauses from a/24 to ériOuujoere of ver. 7, and fills 
out to completeness the thought of those clauses. Ver. 8, however, anticipates 
in substance the idea of ver. 13.—(2) Meyer seems to be correct in holding that 
the meaning of otk éyrwv is I did not know—pointing to the Apostle’s own 
history—and not I should not have known. The reference, also, is, as Meyer 
says, to the consciousness of sin as a power and active principle. This is 
clearly indicated by the following verses. The meaning of ov« jdevv, on the 
other hand, is probably, though not certainly, equivalent to odk dv jderv (only, 
‘*more definite and confident,’ Mey.). It seems not improbable, also, that the 
Apostle may have intended to carry the jdecv back to a time antecedent to the 
éyvwv, and thus have meant I should not have known—except the law had said 
(so Godet), rather than I should not know—except the law said (so Mey., Weiss 
ed. Mey., etc.). Holsten, Gifford, and some others prefer to give to gdev, as 
to #yvwr, the simple force of the indicative—TI did not know. érifvyia and ovk 
érOuunoec¢ manifestly have a more extended reference than is given in Exod. 
xx. 17, though the latter words are, doubtless, quoted from that passage. That 
the law produces conviction of sin—in the ordinary sense of this phrase—is 
not the direct and immediate statement of this and the following verses ; but 
this idea is, nevertheless, suggested, and vv. 14-23 present the condition and 
experience of one who is under such conviction.—(3) The meaning of a7é@avov, 
Oavatoc, éwv, etc., is discovered by observing the fact that a new paragraph 
begins with ver. 7; also, that, in this paragraph, the state of the man under the 
power of sin asa controlling master is set forth; and that, in ver. 24, this 
state is apparently described by the word @araroc. The indications, thus, are 
that neither physical nor eternal death is referred to in this word, but spiritual 
death. This view is, also, given by Weiss ed. Mey., in opposition to Meyer, 
who understands by it eternal death. When the Apostle says, I died, accord- 
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ingly, he means that he passed into this state of spiritual death, whereas, 
during the period referred to in (wv, he had been in the opposite condition. 
As the verb avétyoev, ver. 9, however, means came to life again, and not simply 
came to life—and thus vexpd does not involve the idea of an actually dead con- 
dition, as if there were and had been no existence of the sin-principle, but 
only of an inactive condition (dormant, ‘‘exhibiting,” as Meyer says, ‘‘no 
vital activity”), it seems probable that he has in mind, in the living and dy- 
ing, the absence and presence not so much of sin, in every sense, as of sin in 
its working power and in the manifestation of that power to his consciousness. 
The time indicated by éwv .... wére is the time previous to this manifesta- 
tion (the time of ‘‘ childlike innocence” (Mey.), which, in some cases, may be 
extended beyond the limits of early childhood, if the knowledge of the divine 
law does not immediately after that period come to the soul. In Paul’s own 
experience, it ended when he began to understand the significance of the 
Mosaic law, to which véoc¢ in all instances throughout the passage, from ver. 
7 to ver. 20, refers. —(4) It must be admitted—as Weiss ed. Mey., also allows 
—that, in ver. 10, the contrast between ei¢ Gw#v and ei¢ Odvarov points to the 
idea of eternal death following upon, and in a sense involved in, spiritual 
death as before the writer’s mind. Yet even there this idea is suggested only 
secondarily, the primary reference being to the spiritual condition which has 
already begun.—(5) The 12th verse is introduced, through core, as the result 
and conclusion of the preceding verses, and the 13th asa question which 
might be suggested by this conclusion in its reference to what goes before. 
These verses, however, in their main thought, contain what might naturally 
have followed the question of ver. 7, and, as Meyer says, they answer to one 
another as if ver. 13 were opened by the particle dé, corresponding with yév of 
ver. 12.—(6) By reason of the manner in which, in the progress of his sen- 
tences, the Apostle is led to introduce ver. 13, the 14th and ffg. verses are made 
to be a proof (ydp) of 2 yév. GAAd H Guapria. These verses present in themselves, 
however, a further development of the thought suggested by é¢yo aré@avov, and 
carry the man forward in his experience under the power and conviction of sin 
(vv. 14-23) to the turning point of his life (vv. 24, 25). They thus give, in 
substance, a part of the answer to the question of ver. 7. 


LXXXIV. Vv. 14-23. 


That the passage from ver. 14 to ver. 23 refers to the unregenerate man, and 
not the regenerate, is proved by the following considerations. (a) The most 
prominent words of a descriptive character are appropriate to the former, but 
are wholly inappropriate to the latter. (1) In ver. 14 the correct textual read- 
ing is undoubtedly odpxivoc, which is a stronger word than capkixdéc, as Meyer 
shows, and signifies made out of flesh—the adjectives in «voc having this mean. 
ing. By his first sentence, accordingly, Paul declares the ‘‘I’’ to be so thor- 
oughly carnal as to justify the expression made of the evil principle. 'The regen- 
erate person is not in this condition. (2) The next succeeding clause, in 
similarly emphatic language, pronounces him to be sold under sin. The 
thought is, unquestionably, of a being sold as a slave to a master who has 
complete dominion and ownership. This thought is confirmed and established 
by the following verses. The Christian, however, asthe Apostle repeatedly says, 
is free from such complete dominion. (3) Ver. 21 presents the general rule or 
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the uniform experience of the life of the person under consideration as this : 
that when he desires to do what is good, evil is present with him ; and ver. 23 
declares, as the evidence that such is the rule, the fact that the law in the mem- 
bers (the appetites and passions) overpowers the law of the mind and brings the 
man into captivity to itself. But thisis neither the uniform experience nor the 
general rule of the regenerate life. The true Christian may sometimes yield 
to temptation and fall into sin; he may even become capxixédc. But he is 
never odpxivog ; he is never sold under sin as an absolute slave ; comp. ch. vi. 
The dovAo¢g duapriac is not a Christian. (6) The words, which seem, at the first 
view of them, to favor a reference to the regenerate person, are easily recon- 
ciled with the other reference, when the passage is carefully examined. It 
may be noticed, (1) that the éyé may be ruled over by two masters and in- 
volves two elements. The two masters are sin, and righteousness or God ; the 
two elements are the conscience and the passions, the better and worse side of 
the man. These two elements are always in the éyé, but may, either of them, 
be more or less active, or, on the other hand, more or less dormant. When 
the man becomes convinced of sin, and is roused to a vigorous struggle to free 
himself from its power—and it is of such a condition that the Apostle is here 
speaking—he finds the two elements in conflict with each other. But he isso 
far under the dominion of the sin which holds him asa slave, that he does, 
not what his better nature wishes, but what it abhors. There is a desire, 
which accords with the demand of conscience and thus with the law of God, 
but the opposite force is too strong. The ruling power accomplishes its own 
will. (2) As the éyo is thus conceived of for the purpose which the writer has 
in mind, we are not to understand the éyé, in vv. 17, 20, as the man in a regen- 
erate state, and the 7 oikovoa év éuol dyaptia as the lingering remains of sin 
abiding with him ; but the éyé is the entire man, who is at one time occupied 
and ruled over, as a domain, or as a slave, by dwapria, and at another by d:xazo- 
ovvn. The Apostle is setting forth the power of sin, and the consciousness of 
it in his own experience. To this end he adopts this method of representa- 
tion. Sin governs him completely in his unregenerate condition. Itis this 
master, taking up its abode with him and in him, which overcomes all his 
better desires and impulses, defeats all his efforts, wars against his conscience, 
and, whenever he wishes to do good, brings him into captivity to evil. So ex- 
ceedingly sinful is it, and such is its deadly effect.—As these two points are 
observed, it will be seen that such words as 6éA0, p10, ovKéte EyO KaTepydlouat, 
are properly applicable to the unregenerated man awakened to the conscious- 
ness of sin, and are used consistently with the object which the Apostle has in 
view. (c) The progress of thought in chaps. vii. and viii. is reconciliable only 
with the reference of vv. 14-23 tothe unregenerate. If we do not hold that viii. 
land the following verses refer to the regenerate person as such, we must either | 
suppose that they describe him in some higher stage of development, either in 
this world or in heaven, which is contradicted by the very first words of those 
verses—the language being simply those who are in Christ Jesus; or that there 
is an entirely new section opened with the eighth chapter, which cannot be 
accepted because of the manifest connection of this chapter with the seventh 
and the striking similarity in phraseology. But if viii. 1 ff. describes the re- 
generate as such, and from the turning point of conversion, vii. 14-23 must set 
forth the condition previous to this great change. (d) The most natural, not 
to say the necessary, interpretation of airéc, vii. 25, is that it means in and of 
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myself, as apart from Christ. If this be the true explanation, however, the 
words connected with it show that the state described in vv. 14-23 is the state 
apart from Christ, and before the deliverance through Him is gained. 


LXXXV. Ver. 21. etpiokw rdv véuov rh OéAovTe K.7.A. 


Weiss ed. Mey. rejects the explanation which Meyer gives of these words, 
and says that nothing can be adduced sufficient to sustain such an artificial 
construction as it involves. He adopts substantially—and this seems quite 
clearly to be the correct view of the sentence—the interpretation given by 
Luther, de Wette, and most others, making rdv véuov mean the constant rule of 
experience. The objections urged by Meyer against this view are without real 
force. The 67. clause involves, in opposition to his statement, ‘a definition’”’ 
of the véuoc, so far as to account for its use in a sense different from that which 
it has in other cases in the context. The position of véyov after edpickw is the 
natural position, and the placing of r@ 6éAovrz x.7.2. before drz for the purposes 
of emphasis does not require the placing these words also before rov vouov, 
Finally, the suggestion that bru . . . rapdxevracis not a vduoc, but “ something 
empirical, a phenomenon of fact,” furnishes no argument, for the calling such 
a uniformly occurring experience a law or rule is allowable for any writer. As 
Weiss remarks, however, this véyoc is by no means to be identified with the 
Erepog vduog év roic wédeor Of ver. 23. The grounds for rejecting the other views 
alluded to by Meyer are presented, with sufficient fulness, in his notes, If 
vouoc in this sentence is, thus, to be regarded as not referring to the Mosaic 
law, it is because the indications of the sentence manifestly require another 
meaning ; and the exception to the general usage with respect to this word, 
which is here presented, accords with the statement made in a previous note. 


LXXXVI. Ver. 22. kara roy éow dvOpwror. 


The tow dévopwroc is, as Meyer holds, substantially the same with the voic. 
It is, says Godet, ‘‘ the organ with which the human soul is endowed to per- 
ceive the true and good, and to distinguish them from the bad and false ;” to 
approve, we may add, the former. It is that side of the ego which sympathizes 
with the law of God (comp. Weiss), and answers to the moral sense or con- 
science. That it does not necessarily or probably mean, in this passage, 
either the moral sense under the guidance and control of the Divine Spirit, as 
in the regenerate person, or ‘‘the new man,” 6 xacvoc avOpwroc,—that, on the 
other hand, it has, in all probability, no such signification, is proved by all the 
considerations, already presented, which show that Paul is speaking through- 
out the entire passage of the unregenerate, and also by the fact, alluded to in 
Meyer's foot-note, * p. 282 that the expression ‘‘inner man,” as it occurs in other 
places (see 2 Cor, iv. 16 ; Eph. iii. 16), denotes ‘‘ that which receives the Spirit 
and grace, and not the work of these” which is the new man. The argument 
derived from the fact that voic is contrasted with odpt in v. 25, which is urged 
by some writers as proof that both this word and é écw avOp. refer to the re- 
generate, has no decisive force. The question in that verse depends wholly 
on what the contrast intended is; and this question is answered by the other 
emphatic contrast of the verse, which is implied in adrd¢ éyé. When rightly 
viewed, therefore, the 25th verse, so far from establishing what is claimed by 
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these writers, confirms the opposite. Godet says, ‘‘ We must beware of con- 
founding the inward -man with the new man,” and Dr. Gifford, in the Speaker’s 
Comm., after remarking that ‘it is now admitted by all candid and competent 
interpreters that this expression is not in itself equivalent to the new man,” 
very fitly adds, ‘‘ that the context only can decide whether the inward man is 
regarded as in his natural or his regenerate state.’’ This is the true position. 
The context, however, determines the former state to be the one referred to. 

The closing words of Meyer’s foot-note, already mentioned, are omitted by 
Weiss in his recent edition of Meyer, doubtless because they seemed to have 
only a personal reference and a passing importance. But they are worthy of 
preservation in this American edition, as indicating the character of the au- 
thor and the great and true work as a biblical interpreter which he did ; and 
also, mutatis mutandis, as having a wide application. ‘ Delitzsch,’’ he says, 
‘‘ brings against me the charge of being un-Lutheran and unbiblical. The 
latter I must deny ; the former does not affect me as ewegete, since as such I 
have only to inquire what is exegetically right or wrong. Philippi quotes 
against me authorities (of very various kinds) which as such prove nothing ; 
and reminds me of the position of investigation as to the idea of the oapé. I 
may be trusted to possess some acquaintance with the position of such inves- 
tigations, including even those which the respected theologian has not em- 
braced in his quotations, and to some extent could not yet do so,’’ The fact 
that Meyer was able to say—as the principle of his working—what he does in 
answer to Delitzsch, shows: his great superiority as an exegetical scholar ; and 
his words might well be made a motto for all rising scholars in this depart- 
ment. What he says of Philippi, on the other hand, will find a response in 
the experience of every widely read student who has been drawn by theologi- 
eal enemies into controversy. 


LXXXVII. ver, 22, 23. 


The question as to the number of laws alluded to in these verses, which has 
divided commentators—whether there are three or four—may be answered by 
observing two facts which the several clauses present; (1) that, whereas the 
Apostle, in designating the law of God, of the mind, and of sin, uses the geni- 
tive of the author or of possession, he describes the érepov véuor, on the other 
hand, as a law in the members, using the local preposition ; (2) that, in the 
latter part of ver. 23 he states, respecting the law of sin, that it is the one which 
is in the members (t@ évti k.T.A.). These facts seem to make it evident that the 
érepo¢ vouocg and the vduoc tH¢ duaptiag are the same thing, and that three laws 
only are spoken of—namely, the law of God, the law of the mind, and the law 
of sin which is in the members, 


LXXXVIII. Ver. 24. & rot cdmatoc Tov Oavdrov Tobrov. 


The construction of rodrov with caparoc is justly objected to by Meyer, on the 
’ ground that ‘“‘ the sense is against it.’’ The liability to misunderstanding on 
the part of the reader, which would have arisen from the position of the pro- 
noun after Oavdrov, had this been the writer’s idea, is also alluded to by him, 
and is urged by Godet, Weiss, and others. Philippi, on the contrary, says that 
the latter argument rests on a very precarious canon, inasmuch as ‘“ a writer 
often intends a particular definite collocation of words, without reflecting that 
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forthe reader it may be ambiguous.’’ He claims, moreover, that, Odvaroc not 
being the subject of thought in vv. 14-24, and vv. 10 ff. being too remote, the 
reference must be to the body which is spoken of as the seat of duapria. To 
this it may be answered that, although the word §dvaro¢ does not occur in vv. 
14-23, the condition described in those verses is that of spiritual death con- 
sciously realized by the ego, and realized in such a way and degree as naturally 
to make him cry out for deliverance : who shall deliver me from the body of this 
death—i.e, so far forth as it is given up to this dreadful condition and this ter- 
rible master. The man, under conviction of sin, and seeing his own efforts to 
free himself from its dominion to be fruitless and hopeless, is in an agony of 
desire to find some helper who shall thus rescue him, but knows not whither 
to turn until Christ is revealed to his mind. 


LXXXIX. Ver. 25. ydpic ro Oe@ dia ’Inoov Xprorod. 


The textual reading 7 xdpic tov Ocov in this verse, though manifestly, as 
Meyer says in his critical notes at the beginning of the chapter, an alteration 
of the true text, may be regarded not only as arising from the desire to give an 
answer to the preceding question, but also as suggesting the idea which was in 
the Apostle’s mind in connection with the deliverance—namely, that it was 
through the great gift of the grace of God in the person of Jesus Christ. For 
this the man, as he is brought to know the help and the helper for whose ap- 
pearance he has despairingly cried out, gives thanks to God through Christ. 


XC. Ver. 25. dpa obv avrg éyO . . . . duapriag. 


dpa ovv introduces a concluding summary (as Meyer says) of the chief con- 
tents of vv. 14-23. Its position after the first clause of the verse does not in- 
dicate that the condition of the man described in the following words is his 
condition subsequent to the time of his deliverance through Christ. On the 
contrary, the emphatic avréc, as already stated in previous notes, proves that 
itis not so. The true explanation of the matter seems to be this :—that the 
Apostle, according to his purpose and plan, carries forward the experience of 
the man to the time of conversion ; that vv. 24 and 25a describe the passing . 
to the new life, the last step of the old and the first of the new ; and that 
then, in a single sentence, he looks back and reviews the unregenerate state as 
preparatory to a setting forth of the opposite character of the regenerate con- 
dition in the next chapter. In order that he may not break the close con- 
nection, and thus the rhetorical force of vv. 24, 25a, he defers writing the 
words of 25) until after he has given in 25a the statement of what, in point of 
time, actually follows the experience which they describe. 
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CHAPTER VIII. 


Ver. 1. After *Inoov Elz. has yu) Kata odpxa repirarovow, GAAd Kara TVvEvua, 
which, following Mill, Griesb. and subsequent critics have expunged. The 
words are wanting either entirely, or at least as to the second half, ina pre- 
ponderance of codd., vss., and Fathers, and are an old inapposite gloss from 
ver. 4. — Ver. 2. ve] BF G 8, Syr. Tert. Chrys. have oe, which Tisch. 8. has 
adopted. Repetition in copying of the preceding syllable. — Ver. 11. did 7d 
évorxovv avtov rvevua] So Griesb., Matth., Scholz, Fritzsche, Lachm. and Tisch. 
7., following Erasmus, Mill, and Bengel. The Recepta, again adopted by 
Tisch, 8., is dca rod évocxodvrog abrow TVvEvparoc, The witnesses (for an accurate 
examination of which see Reiche, Commentar. crit. I. p. 54 ff.) are so divided, 
that there is on neither side a decisive preponderance, although, besides A and 
C, also supports the genitive. The thought of itself, also, equally admits 
either reading. A decision between them can only be arrived at through the 
circumstance that the passage came to be discussed in the Macedonian con- 
troversy, wherein the Macedonians accused the orthodox of having falsified the 
ancient codices, when the latter appealed to the Recepta and asserted that it 
stood in all the ancient codd. See Maxim. Dial c. Maced. 3. in Athanas. Opp. II, 
p. 452. This charge, though retorted by the orthodox on the Macedonians, is 
worthy of credit, because dia 70 «.7.2. already predominates in Origen and the 
oldest vss. (also Syr. Vulg.) ; consequently that assertion of the orthodox appears 
erroneous. The Recepta, indeed, is found in Clem. Strom. III. p. 344, Commel. 
545. Pott.; but this single trace of its high antiquity loses its weight in opposi- 
tion to the here specially important vss. and Czigen (also Tert. and Iren.), and 
in the face of these bears the suspicion of orthodox alteration having been 
wrought on the text of Clement. It is possible, however, that even long pre- 
vious to the Macedonian controversy the questions and disputes respecting the * 
Holy Spirit may have occasioned now and again the changing of da rd «.7.A into. 
dud tov x.7.2, At all events, the dogmatic interest attached to both readings is 
too great and too well attested to admit of did rod K.7.2. being referred, with 
Bengel and Fritzsche, to a mere error in copying. In the controversy the geni- 
tive only (as introducing a relation different from that obtaining with the pre- 
vious abstracts dv’ duaptiav and did dixacooéyyv) must have been welcome to the 
orthodox in defending the personality of the rvetua. Among modern commen- 
tators, Riickert, Reiche, Philippi, van Hengel, and Hofmann have declared for 
the accusative; whilst de Wette, Krehl, Tholuck, and also Ewald, adopt the 
genitive. — Ver. 13. tov odu.] DEF G, Vulg. It. Or. (who, however, gives both 
readings) al. read ric capxéc, which Griesb. recommended. An interpretation 
in the sense of the preceding. — Ver. 14. eicvy viot cov] Since among the un- 
cials AC D E 8& read viot Ovi eic., while B F G have vioi eiocy Ocod (so Lachm. 
and Tisch.), we must regard the Recepta as at all events too weakly attested, 
The preference belongs, however, to vidi eicww Ocov, because the omitted eioiy 
(it is absent also in the Sahid.) would be more easily inserted again at the be- 
ginning or end than in the middle. — Ver. 23. xa? avroi tiv ar. r. rv. Ex. kK. Huei¢ 
airoi] So Elz. The variations are very numerous. The readings to be taken 
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into account, besides the Recepta, are—(1) xa? abrot r. arapy. Tov rvevp. éx. Kal 
avrot: so B, Meth. Tisch. 7. ;—(2) «. qyeig avrol T. arapy. T. Tv. ty. abtol : so D 
FG, Ambros. Fritzsche ;—(3) «. airol t. am, 7, wv, EX. [jeic] Kai abroi : so Lachm. 
and, without bracketing jyeic, Tisch. 8., following A C &, min. Copt. Dam. 
The first of the three seems to have been the original reading ; jyeic is an ad- 
dition by way of gloss, which was written, in some cases, immediately beside — 
the first xa? avro/ (thus arose the reading of Fritzsche), and in some cases only 
beside the second, thus producing the reading of A C ¥&, as well as the Recepta. 
With the reading of Fritzsche the second xai disappeared, because, after the in- 
sertion of #eic had taken place in the first part, the subsequent kai avtoi was 
no longer taken analeptically, and therefore xai was found to be merely confus- 
ing. The reading aito? of r. am. T. Ty. EX. K. Tpele avroi has so exceedingly 
weak attestation, that on that very ground it ought (against Bengel und Rinck) 
to be rejected. — viofeciav] wanting in D F G, codd. of It. Ambrosiaster. But 
how easily it came to be omitted, when the vio§ecia was viewed as something 
already possessed ! — Ver. 24, ri xai] B** E F G, Syr. Vulg. codd. of It. and some 
Fathers have only ri. So Lachm. But the very absence of need for the kai 
occasioned its omission. — Ver. 26. 77 ao9.] Approved by Griesb., adopted also 
by Lachm. and Tisch. But Elz. and Scholz have raic¢ dobeveiac, against deci- 
sive testimony. The sing. is also supported by zie defoewe in F G, which is an 
explanatory addition to t7 do#ev. Comp. Ambros. : ‘‘ infirmitatem nostrae ora- 
tionis.”’ The plural was substituted for the collective singular.—The reading 
mpocevsouela (Griesb. and others have mpocevgéjuea) is decisively attested.— 
After jrepevtvyy. Elz. and Scholz have txép yuav, which, following ABDFG 
®* al. Arm. and Fathers, Lachm. and Tisch: have expunged. A defining ad- 
dition. — Ver. 28. After ovvepyei Lachm. reads 6 Oe6¢, in accordance with A B, 
Or. It was readily believed that, on account of ver. 27 and 29, ravra must be 
understood as accusative and God as subject. — Ver. 34. dAdov dé kai] Lachm. 
and Tisch. 8. have only yaa. dé, in accordance with A BC 8, min. vss. and 
Fathers. But between JE and Ey. the seemingly unmeaning «ai was easily 
overlooked and omitted.—The omission of the second «ai (behind the first 6¢) 
isless strongly attested by A C 8, and may be sufficiently explained by non- 
attention to the emphasis of the thrice-used word. — Ver. 36. évexa] According 
toABDFGL N17. al. évexev is, with Griesb., Lachm., Tisch., and Scholz, to 
be substituted. See LXX. Ps. xliv. 23.— Ver. 37. rot dyar.] D E F G, vss. and 
Fathers read rdv ayarjoavta, which has against it the Oriental witnesses, and 
seems to be analteration in accordance with an erroneous exposition of r. aya. 
r. Xpeorov in ver. 35 (see the exegetical remarks on that passage). — Ver. 38. ore 
éveort. obre éAd., obte dvvduec] So also Griesb., Lachm., Tisch,, and Scholz. 
But Elz. has otre duvéy., obre éveot. obre wedA, Against greatly preponderating 
evidence, A transposition, because dvv. seemed to belong to the category of 
apxai. The evidence in favour of otre duvdu., moreover, is so decisive and so 
unanimous, that it cannot, with Fritzsche, be regarded as an addition from 
1 Pet. iii, 22, 1 Cor. xv. 24, or Eph. i. 21. Tholuck, Philippi, and Ewald reject 
these words. But their different position in different witnesses is quite ex- 
plained by supposing that their place behind yeda., as well as their general 
isolation, were regarded as surprising and confusing. 


Chap. viii. Happy condition of man in Christ. — The certainty of salvation, 
which is represented in chap. v. 1 f. as the effect of justification by faith, 
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appears here as brought about through the moral freedom attained in Christ. 
We see from this, that Paul conceived of faith not otherwise than as pro- 
ducing this freedom ; so that faith is not only that which appropriates the 
atonement, but also the continuous subjective source and motive power of 
the divine life up to the final attainment of bliss. See Luther's Preface, 
also his utterances quoted by Ritschl, Rechtfert u. Versihnung, I. p. 142 i i 
180 f. 

Vv. 1-11." Accordingly, the Christian is aloof from all condemnation, because 
he is free from the law of sin—a result which the Mosaic law could not accomplish, 
but which God has accomplished through Christ. Yet he must live according to 
the Spirit, and not accordiny to the flesh ; for the latter works death, but the 
Sormer life. 

Ver. 1. "Apa] draws an inference from the immediately preceding abréc 
éyO. . . . duaptiac. If I, for my own person, left to myself, am subject 
indeed with the reason to the law of God, but with the flesh to the law of 
sin, then it follows that now, after Christ (as deliverer from the law of sin, 
ver. 2) has interposed, there is no condemnation, ete. This inference, and 
not that one must be in Christ, in order to get rid of every condemnation (Hof- 
mann), is indicated by yép in ver. 2 as a matter of fact that has become his- 
torical. It is arbitrary to seek a connection with anything more remotely 
preceding (Hofmann, Koppe, Fritzsche, Philippi, and Bisping, with cya. 
pioT@. . . . jpov in vii. 25 ; according to Bengel, Knapp, and Winzer, with 
vii. 6) ; but to suppose in dpa ‘‘a forestalling of the following yap” (Tho- 
luck), is linguistically just as mistaken as in the case of 6:6 in ii. 1. More- 
over, the emphasis is not upon viv, but on the prefixed oidév : no condemna- 
tion therefore, none is now applicable, after that abroc éy® «.T.A. has been 
changed through Christ, etc. This applies against Philippi’s objection, that, 
according to our conception of the connection, viv should have been placed 
at the beginning. But the objection, that Paul must have continued with 
dé instead of dpa, is removed by the observation that in the avtocg éyé, prop- 
erly understood, really lies the very premiss of the altered relation. — viv] 
temporally, in contrast to the former state of the case. Comp. vii. 6. [See 
Note XCI. p. 345.] Philippi erroneously holds dpa viv as equivalent to apa 
obv—which it never is—being forced thereto by the theory that the regen- 
erate person is the subject of discussion in chap. vii. 14 ff. Hofmann’s 
view, however, that viv contrasts the present with the Suture aidy (even now, 
during the life in the flesh), is also incorrect. N othing in the context sug- 
gests it, and it must have been expressed in some such way as by 767, or by 
a defining addition. — ovdév xardxpiua] se. gore : no sentence of condemnation 
{ver. 16), whereby God might deny them eternal life, affects them. The 
reason see in ver, 2. — roic év X. ’I.] ¢.¢. to those in whose case Christ is the 
element, in which they are (live and move). The same in substance, but 
different in the form of the conception, is rvetua Xpiorow éyew and Xpiori¢ év 
tuiv in vv. 9, 10. 


? On vy. 1-11 see Winzer, Progr. 1828.— matt capxds auaprias, see Overbeck in Hil- 
On ver. 3, particularly the words év éuow-  genfeld’s Zeitschr. 1869, p. 178 ff. 


/ 
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Ver. 2.1 [See, with reference to several words and phrases in vv. 2-11, 
Note XCII. p. 346.] or the law of the Spirit leading to life delivered me in 
Christ Jesus from the law of sin and death. For the right explanation, it is to 
be observed—(1) The véyoe r. du. x. Tov Sav. necessarily, in view of the con- 
nection, receives the definition of its meaning from chap. vii. 23, 25, as 
indeed 7Aevd. answers to the aiyuadwrif. in ver. 23. For this very reason 
neither the moral law (Wolf) nor the Mosaic law (Pareus, de Dieu, Semler, 
Béhme, Ammon, and Reiche) can be meant ; the latter cannot, for the fur- 
ther reason that, after vii. 7, 12, 16, Paul could not thus name the Mosaic 
véuoc here, as Chrysostom has already urged. It is rather the law in our 
members, the power of sin in us, which, according to vii. 24, comp. vii. 10, 
18, is at the same time the power of (eternal) death (kai tov Savdrov), that is 
meant. The two are one power, and both genitives are genitives of the sub- 
ject, so that sin and death are regarded as ruling over the man. — (2) Since | 
the véuog tT. du. x. tT. Fav. cannot be the Mosaic law, so neither can the con- 
trasted véyuoc tr. rv. tHe Game be the Christian plan of salvation, like véyog riot. 
in iii. 27, but it must be an inward power in the man by which the law of 
sin and death is rendered powerless. It is not, however, the véuoc¢ tov vod¢ 
(which had become strengthened through Christ), as, following older ex- 
positors, Morus, Kéllner, and Schrader think ; because, on the one hand, 
vovg and rvevua are specifically different, and if Paul had meant the law of 
the voic, he must have so designated it, as in vii. 23; and, on the other 
hand, there would result the utterly paradoxical idea, that the law of reason 
(and not the divine principle of the zvevua) makes man morally free. The 
TO Tvevpa THC Come is rather the Holy Spirit, who, working inwardly in the 
Christian (ver. 5), procwres to him eternal life (comp. 2 Cor. ili. 6) ; and 6 
vouoc Tov mvebuatoc THC Cafe is the ethically regulative government exercised by 
the rveiua (not the Spirit Himself, as Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylact, 
Maier, and Th. Schott understand it, but His ruling power). — é X. ’I.] 
On account of ver. 3, to be connected neither with ric Cw7e (Luther, Beza, 
and others, including Béhme, Klee, Ewald, and Hofmann), nor with roi 
rveou. (Flatt ; Tholuck : ‘the sphere, in which the Spirit of life operates”), 
nor with véuoc (Semler, Reiche), nor with 6 véu. tr. rv. r. §. (Calvin, Kéllner, 
Gléckler, Krehl, and others), but with 7Aevdépwoe. So Theodoret, Erasmus, 
Melanchthon, Vatablus, and others, including Riickert, Olshausen, de 
- Wette, Fritzsche, Reithmayr, Maier, Philippi, and Bisping. Jn Christ, the 
law of the Spirit has made us free ; for out of Christ this emancipating ac- 
tivity could not occur (comp. John viii. 36) ; but im the fellowship of life 
with Him, in the being and living ini Him (ver. 1), the deliverance which 
has taken-place has its causal ground. The view which takes it of the od- 
jective basis that is laid down in the appearance and work of Christ, is un- 
suitable, because the discourse treats of the subjective ethical efficacy of the 
Spirit, which has the eiva év Xpior@ as the necessary correlative. — 7Aevs. ] 


1 In vv. 2,3, we have one of the passages the Sonof God would have appeared as man, 
that are decisive in opposition totheaffirm- had man not become sinful. See generally 
ative answer which men have often at- Julius Miiller, dogm. Abdh. pp. 66ff., 82 f. 
tempted to give to the question, whether 
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wrist. For it isa historical act, which resulted from the effusion of the 
Spirit in the heart. The progressive sanctification is the further develop- 
ment and consequence of this act. ; 

_ Ver. 3. An illustration justifying the év Xpiorg "Inoob Haevd. x.7.A., just 
asserted, by a description of the powerfully effective actual arrangement, 
which God has made for the accomplishment of what to the law was impos- 
sible. —rd yap adtvatov rob véuov is an absolute nominative, prefixing a judg- 
ment on the following karékpwe «.7.2. ‘For the impossible thing of the 
law—God condemned,” etc. That is, God condemned sin in the Slesh, which 
was a thing of impossibility on the part of the law. See Kriiger, § 57. 10, 12. 
Comp. also Heb. viii. 1, and on Luke xxi. 6.; Wisd. xvi. 17 ; Kiihner, II. 1, 
p. 42. It could only be accusative, if we should assume a general verb (like 
éxoinoe) out of what follows, which would, however, be an arbitrary course 
(in opposition to the view of Erasmus, Luther, and others). The prefixing 
t. y. adbv. T. v, has rhetorical emphasis, in contrast with the éy X. ’I. in ver. 2. 
On the genitive, comp. Epist. ad Diogn. 9 : 1d adivarov rhe querépac pvoewc, what 
our nature could not do. By a harsh hyperbaton Th. Schott takes a sense out 
of the passage, which it does not bear : because the impotence of the law became 
still weaker through the flesh. Erroneous is also Hofmann’s view : ‘‘ the 
impotence of the law lay or consisted therein, that it was weak through the Slesh.” 
The abstract sense of ‘ powerlessness,” or incapacity, is not borne by 76 adbvarov 
at all ; but it indicates that which the subject (here the véuoc) is not in a po- 
sition for, what is impossible to it. See especially Plat. Hipp. maj. p. 295 
E; comp. 9. 22; Xen. Hist. i. 4. 6: dd roi T7¢ TéAEwe Svvarod, t.e. from 
what the city is in a position to tender. Moreover, since the words taken 
independently, with Hofmann, would only contain a preparatory thought 
for what follows, Paul would not have had asyndetically 6 Oedéc, but must 
have proceeded by a marking of the contrast, consequently with 4 d2 Oedc : 
so that these words, down to xara mvevua in ver. 4, would still have been in 
connection with yép. And even apart from this, the supplying of the sub- 
stantive verb would at most only have been indicated for the reader in the 
event of the proposition having been a general one with éori? understood, 
and consequently if doWevei, and not noséiver, were read. —év @ fod. dia Tt. 
cap. | because it was weak (unable to condemn sin) through the flesh, as is de- 
scribed in chap. vii. On év ¢, comp. 1 Cor. iv. 4; John xvi. 30 ; Winer, 
p. 862 [E. T. 387]. It is our causal in that ; dia r. capx. is the cause bringing 
about the jodéver : through the reacting influence of the flesh, vii. 18 ff. —6 Oed¢ 
Tov éavrod k..A.] God has, by the fact that He sent His own Son in the likeness 
(see on 1. 23) of sinful flesh, and on account of sin, condemned sin in the Jlesh, 
that is, ‘‘God has deposed sin from its rule in the odpé (its previous sphere 
of power), thereby that He sent His own Son into the world in a phenome- 
nal existence similar to the sinful corporeo-psychical human nature.”” — The 
participle réuwac is not an act that preceded the xaréxpeve (Hofmann, referring 


1 Comp. Dissen, ad. Pind. Pyth. iy. 152. Hofmann, jv would not be a mere copula, 

* Like ver. 1. Paul would have written but would mean situm erat, constitit in. 
intelligibly: 7d yap a8vvar. rod vou. ev tovTt» Mircker, p. 25, nevertheless agrees with 
iw ore jodever; especially as, according to Hofmann. 
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it to the supernatural birth) ; on the contrary, God has effected the xardkp. 
oc in and with the having sent the Son. Respecting this use of the aorist 
participle, comp. on Acts i. 24; Eph. i. 5 ; Rom. iv. 20. — éavrov] strength- 
ens the relation to év du. o. du., and so enhances the extraordinary and ener- 
getic character of the remedial measure adopted by God. Comp. ver. 32. 
We may add, that in the case of éavrov, as in that of réupac (comp. Gal. iv. 
4) and év du. o. du. (comp. Phil. ii. 7), the conception of the pre-existence 
and metaphysical Sonship of Christ is to be recognized (in opposition to 
Hofmann) ; so that the previous op¢7 Ocot forms the background, although, 
in that case, the supernatural generation is by no means a necessary presup- 
position (comp. on i. 3 f.)’— év duoduati capkde duapriac] in the likeness of sin- 
Sul flesh ; cuapt. is the genitive of quality, as in vi. 6. He might indeed 
have come év pop¢# Ocov, Phil. ii. 6. But no : God so sent His own Son, that 
He appeared in a form of existence which resembled the fleshly human nature 
affected by sin. The év indicates in what material mode of appearance God 
caused His sent Son to emerge. He came in flesh (1 John iv. 2), and was 
manifested in flesh (1 Tim. ili. 16). Yet He appeared not in sinful flesh,’ 
which is otherwise the bodily phenomenal nature of allmen. Moreover, His 
appearance was neither merely bodily, without the wuyx4 (Zeller), which, on 
the contrary, necessarily belongs to the idea of the odp& ; nor docetic (Krehl ; 
comp. Baur’s Gesch. d. 3. erst. Jahrh. p. 310), which latter error was already 
advanced by Marcion ; but it consisted of the general bodily material of 
humanity, to which, however, in so far as the latter was of sinful quality, 
it was not equalized, but—because without that quality—only conformed. 


Comp. Phil. ii. 7; Heb. ii. 14, iv. 15. 


1See generally, Ernesti, Urspr. d. Siinde, 
I. p. 235 ff.; Weiss, 0207. Theol. p. 317. 

2TIn which, however, the idea is not con- 
veyed, that, like a sacrifice, He was loaded 
with the sin of others (Reiche), which was the 
case only in His death, not at His sending. 
Holsten, following the precedent of Genna- 
dius in Cramer’s Cat. p. 123, has erroneous- 
ly apprehended the odpé of Christ as having 
been really odpé auaprias, and as having thus 
had the objective principle of apapria, 
which in his case, however, neither attained 
to subjective consciousness nor to subject- 
ive act. See Holsten, z. Hv. d. Paul. u. Petr. 
p. 4386 ff.; comp. also Hausrath, nevt. 


Zeitgesch. Il. p. 481f. Butif this was the con-. 


ception which Paul had, what was the ex- 
pression év ouvotHpa7Tt Meant for? Init lies the 
very negation of the capé duaprias—of the 
odpé, therefore, so far as it had the quality 
of sin. What Holsten advances in explana- 
tion of this expression is forced and irrele- 
vant, as if it were precisely the reality of 
the being affected by sin that is affirmed. 
Comp. against this, Sabatier, ?’apdtre Paul, 
p. 285.—Overbeck, along with various ap- 
propriate remarks in opposition to Holsten, 


The contrast presupposed in the 


comes nevertheless likewise to the conclu- 
sion that év ouormpare bears, not a negative, 
but an affirmative relation to the capé 
apaprias, although the auapria of the capt 
of Christ never in His case became conscious 
mapaBacts. But that the Son of God was 
sent in sinful flesh—which, according to 
Pfleiderer also (in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 
1871, p. 523), is assumed to be implied in our 
passage as an ethical antinomy—would be 
a paradox opposed to the entire New Tes- 
tament, which Paul cowd by no means 
utter (2 Cor. v. 21); and which, in fact, he 
with marked clearness and precision guards 
against by saying, not év capxi auaprias, but 
év Omotmpati o. av., and that in contrast to 
the quality of the odpé of all others, of 
which he had just predicated by év 6 na déver 
dua THs capKés & POWeEr SO antagonistic to 
God. That paradox would have run: év 
Tapki ev awaptias, xwpis 5é mapaBacews. See 
also Zeller in Hilgenfeld’s Zeitschr. 1870, p. 
301 ff., who rightly comes to'the conclusion 
that the oapé of Christ was of like nature to 
the capé apuaprias, in so far as the latter was 
a odpt, but of wnlike nature,inso far as it 
was affected by sin. 
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specially chosen expression is not the heavenly spirit-nature of Christ 
(Pfleiderer)—to which the mere év capi, or-év duovdpmate av3pHrov, as in Phil. 
ii. 7, would have corresponded—but rather holy wnsinfulness.— The fol- 
lowing x. rept duapr. adds to the How of the sending (év du. capk. duapr.) 
the Wherefore. The emphasis is accordingly on epi: and for sin, on ac- 
count of sin,—which is to be left in its generality ; for the following karé- 
kpwve «.7.a. brings out something special, which God has done with reference 
to the duapria by the fact that He sent Christ repi auaptiac. We are there- 
fore neither to refer rep? duapt., which affirms by what the sending of the 
Son was occasioned, exclusively to the expiation (Origen, Calvin, Melanch- 
thon, and many others, including Koppe, Béhme, Usteri ; comp. Baum- 
garten-Crusius), in which case Svaiav (Lev. vii. 37 al. ; ; Ps. xl, .O:sHeb.-x: 
6, 18) was supplied ; nor, with Theophylact, Gea “and ha also 
Maier and Bisping, exclusively to the destruction and doing away of sin. 
It contains rather the whole category of the relations in which the sending of | 
Christ was appointed to stand to human sin, which included therefore its” 
expiation as well as the breaking of its power. The latter, however, is’ 
thereupon brought into prominence, out of that general category, by xaré- 
kpive «7.4, as the element specially coming into view. Hilgenfeld, in his 
Zeitschr. 1871, p. 186 f., erroneously, as regards both the language and the 
thought (since Christ was the veal atoning sacrifice, iii. 25), makes kai repi 
duapt., which latter he takes in the sense of sin-offering, also to depend on 
éy duotomatt. —Katéxpive Tt. du.| This condemnation of sin (the latter conceived 
as principle and power) is that which was impossible on the part of the law, 
owing to the hindrance of the flesh. It is erroneous, therefore, to take it 
as: ‘* He exhibited sin as worthy of condemnation” (Erasmus, de Dieu, Ecker- 
mann), and : ‘‘ He punished sin” (Castalio, Pareus, Carpzov, and others, in- 
cluding Koppe, Riickert, Usteri ; comp. Olshausen, and Késtlin in the 
Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1856, p. 115). Impossible to the law was only such 
a condemnation of sin, as should depose the latter from the sway which it 
had hitherto maintained ; consequently : He made sin forfeit its dominion. 
This de facto judicial condemnation (a sense which, though with different 
modifications in the analysis of the idea conveyed by xaréxp., is retained by 
Irenaeus, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Valla, Beza, Piscator, Estius, Bengel, 
Reiche, Kéllner, Winzer, Fritzsche, Baur, Krehl, de Wette, Maier, Umbreit, 
Ewald, and others) is designated by xaréxpwe, without our modifying its 
verbal meaning into interfecit (Grotius, Reiche, Gléckler, and others), in 
connection with which Fritzsche finds this death of the dyapria presented 
as mors imaginaria, contained in the physical death of Christ. Various ex- 
positors, and even Philippi, mix up the here foreign idea of atonement (‘‘ to 
blot out by atoning”’) ; comp. also Tholuck and Hofmann. The expres- 


1 See, against this, also Rich. Schmidt, ing, in his view, is: ‘‘ God has pronounced 


Paul. Christol. p. 49 ff. He, however, takes 
méupas likewise (comp. Hofmann) as prior 
to the xaréxpive, holding that the latter, 
which took place through the death of 
Christ, had for its immediate object the oapé 
and sin only as a mediate object. The mean 


sentence on the flesh, and therewith at the 
same time on the sin dwelling in it.” The de- 
struction of Christ’s flesh is thus an act of 
universal significance, by which the flesh in 
general, and therewith also sinitself, has 
been condemned. But the text clearly and 
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sion xatéxpive is purposely chosen in reference to xardxpiwa in ver. 1, but de- 
notes the actual condemnation, which consisted in the dominion of the 
duaptia being done away,—its power was lost, and therewith God’s sentence © 
was pronounced upon it, as it were the staff broken over it. Comp. on 
John xvi. 11 ; and see Hofmann’s Schriftb. II. 1, p.. 855, and Th. Schott, 
p. 286. Yet Hofmann now discovers God’s actual condemnation of sin 
(‘‘ the actual declaration that it is contrary to what is on His part rightful, 
that it should have man like a bond-serf under its control”) in the eman- 
cipation of those who are under sin by bestowal of the Spirit,—a view by 
which what follows is anticipated, and that which is the divine aim of the 
karéxpive is included in the notion of it.—Observe further the thrice-repeated 
duapria ; the last alone, however, which personifies sin as a power, has the 
article. — év rH ocapxi] belongs to xaréxp., not to ryv du. (Bengel, Ernesti, 
Michaelis, Cramer, Rosenmiiller, and Hofmann), because it is not said rip év 
t. o., and because this more precise definition, to complete the notion of the 
object, would be self-evident and unimportant. But God condemned sin 
in the flesh: for, by the fact that God’s own Son (over whom, withal, sin 
could have no power) appeared in the flesh, and indeed xepi duapriac, sin has 
lost. its dominion in the substantial human nature (hitherto ruled over by it). 
The Lord’s appearance in flesh, namely, was at once, even in itself, for sin 
the actual loss of its dominion as a principle ; and the aim of that appear- 
ance, epi duaptiac, Which was attained through the death of Christ, brought 
upon sin that loss with respect to its totality. Thus, by the two facts, God 
has actually deprived it of its power in the human odp£ ; and this phenom- 
enal nature of man, therefore, has ceased to be its domain. Hofmann, 
without reason, objects that r. duapr. must in that case have stood before 
katéxpive. The main emphasis, in fact, lies on xaréxpive tr. duapt., to which 
- then év r. capxi is added, with the further emphasis of a reference to the 
causal connection. Many others take éy tr. capi as meaning the body of 
Christ ; holding that in this body put to death sin has been put to death at 
the same time (Origen, Beza, Grotius, Reiche, Usteri, Olshausen, Maier, 
Bisping, and others) ; or that the punishment of sin has been accomplished 
on His body (Heumann, Michaelis, Koppe, and Flatt). But against this it 
may be urged, that plainly év r. capxi corresponds deliberately to the pre- 
vious did r. oapxéc ; there must have been airod used along with it. Comp. 
Baur, neutest. Theol. p. 160f.: . 

Ver. 4. The purpose which God had in this xatéxp. tr. du. év Tt. o. Was: in 
order that (now that the rule of sin which hindered the fulfilment of the law 
has been done away) the rightful requirement of the law might be fulfilled, etc. 
— TO dix. T. vduov] Quite simply, as in i. 32, ii. 26 (comp. also on v. 16, and 
- Kriiger on Thue. i. 41. 1): what the law has laid down as its rightful de- 
mand. The singular comprehends these collective (moral) claims of right 
as a unity.’ Others, contrary to the signification of the word, have taken 


expressly assigns, not the flesh, but thv material sphere, the act of the xaraxpive tyv- 
apaptiav, as the immediate object of xaré- auapr. has taken place. 

xpive, SO that an impartial exegesis can only 1 Many of the older dogmatic exegetes 
discover in év 79 capxi, where, i.e.in what (see especially Beza, Calvin, Calovius, and 
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_ it as justificatio (Vulg.) understanding thereby sometimes the making right- 
eous as the aim of the law, which desires sinlessness (Chrysostom and his 
followers, including Theodore of Mopsuestia), sometimes the satisfaction of 
justice (Rothe ; comp. on v. 16). K6llner, following Eckermann, makes it 
the justifying sentence of the law: ‘‘ that the utterance of the law, which de- 
clares asrighteous, and thus not only frees from the punishment of sin, but 
secures also the reward of righteousness, might be fulfilled on us, if we,” 
etc. Substantially so (dv«. = sententia absolutoria), Fritzsche, Philippi, and 
Ewald (‘‘ the verdict of the law, since it has condemnation only for the sin- 
ners, and good promises for the remainder, Deut. xxviii. 1-14”). But against 
this it may be urged, first, that dicaioua r. vduov, because the genitive is a 
rule-prescribing subject, cannot, without urgent ground from the context, 
be taken otherwise than as demand, rightful claim (comp. also Luke i. 6 ; 
Heb. ix. 1, 10; LXX. Num. xxxi. 21) ; secondly, that vv. 3, 4 contain the 
proof, not for ovdév xatdxpysa in ver. 1, but for ver. 2, and consequently 
iva . . . %iv must be the counterpart of the state of bondage under the law 
of sin and death (ver. 2)—the counterpart, however, not consisting in the 
freedom from punishment and the certainty of reward, but in the morally 
free condition in which one does what the law demands, being no longer 
hampered by the power of sin and death, so that the fulfilment of the 
diucatwa Tov véuov is the antithesis of the duapria so strongly emphasized pre- 
viously ; thirdly, that roi¢ w? . . . mvevua is not the condition of justifica- 
tion (that is faith), but of the fulfilment of the law ; and finally, that in ver. 
1, TH yap vbuw tT. Oov ox irordocera, ode yap Sbvara is manifestly the coun- 
terpart of 1d duc. 7. vduov TAnpwS} in ver. 8.— rAnpwdH] as in Matt. iii. 15 ; 
Acts xiv. 26; Rom. xiii. 8 ; Gal. v. 14, al. Those commentators who take 
duxaiopa as sententia absolutoria take rAnp. as may be accomplished on us (év 
huiv). —év tuiv] Not : through us, nor yet: in us, which is explained as 
either : in our life-activity (de Wette), or as referring to the inward fulfill- 
ing of the law (Reiche, Klee, and Hofmann), and to the fact that God 
fulfils it in man (Olshausen ; comp. Tholuck) ; but, as shown by the fol- 
lowing roi¢ . . . mepirarovor x.t.A. : on us, SO that the fulfilling of the law’s 
demand shall be accomplished and made manifest in the entire walk and conver- 
sation of Christians. This by no means conveys the idea of merely outward 
action (as Hofmann objects), but includes also the inner morality accordant 
with the law.' Regarding this use of év, see Bernhardy, p. 211 f. ; Winer, p. 
361 [E. T. 386]. The passive form (not : iva rAnpdcwper] is in keeping with 
the conception that here the Jaw, and that so far as it must be fulfilled, stands 
out in the foreground of the divine purpose. The accomplishment of its 
moral requirement is supposed to present itself as realized in the Christian, 
and that ddévarov rov véuov of ver. 3 is assumed to be thereby remedied. — 


Wolf in Joc.) have explained the demand of 
the law, and the mode of its fulfilment, 
contrary to the context (since what is here 
spoken of is the proper morality of the 
Christian as emancipated), in such a way 
that the law’s demand is to be understood 
as well of the punishments which it would 


require for transgression, as of the perfect 
obedience which it desires to have ; Christ 
having fulfilled both by His double obedi- 
ence in our stead, so that the demand of 
the law is fulfilled in us (by imputation). 
1Comp. Ernesti Hthik d. Ap. P. p. 69 f. 
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roig ju) Kata odpKa K.7.A.] quippe qui ambularemus, etc. These words give neg- 
atively and positively the specific moral character, which is destined to be 
found in Christians, so far as the just requirement of the law is fulfilled in 
them. The ,) is here, on account of the connection with iva, quite according 
torule ; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 287f. In what that fulfilment manifests itself 
(Hofmann) Paul does not say,’ but he announces the moral regulative that 
is to deternine the inward and outward life of the subjects. He walks ac- 
cording to the flesh, who obeys the sinful lust dwelling in the odpé (vii. 18) ; 
and he walks according to the Spirit, who follows the guidance, the impelling 
and regulating power (ver. 2), of the Holy Spirit. The one excludes the 
other, Gal. v. 16. To take rvevua without the article (which, after the nature 
of a proper noun, it did not all need), in a subjective sense, as the pneumatic 
nature of the regenerate man, produced by the Holy Spirit (see esp. Harless 
on Eph. ii. 22, and van Hengel)—as it is here taken, but independently of 
the putting the article, by Bengel, Riickert, Philippi, and others, following 
Chrysostom—is erroneous. See on Gal. v. 16. It never means, not even 
in contrast to odpé,? the ‘‘ renewed spiritual nature of man” (Philippi), but 
‘the sanctifying divine principle itself, objectively, and distinct from the hu- 
man zveiya. The appeal to John iii. 6 is erroneous. See on that passage. 

Ver. 5. The apostle regards the description just given, roi¢ 7 kata odpKa 
k.T.A., a8 too important not to follow it up with a justification corresponding 
with its antithetical tenor. This he bases on the opposite ¢poveiv of the sub- 
jects, according to their opposite moral quality, so that the emphasis lies, 
not upon dvre¢ and ¢gpovovoww (Hofmann, ‘as the being of the Ego is, so is 
also its mental tendency”), but, as shown by the antithesis of dé «.7.4., simply 
on xara odpxa and x. rvevua. The dytec might be entirely omitted ; and ¢po- 
vovowv is the predicate to be affirmed of both parties, according to its differ- 
ent purport in the two cases. — oi xara o. évtec] A wider conception (they 
who are according to the flesh) than oi x. o. repix. The latter is the manifes- 
tation in life of the former. — ra rij¢ 0. gpov.| whose thinking and striving are 
directed to the interests of the flesh (the article ric. o. makes the odpé objective 
as something independent) ; so that thus, according to vii. 21 ff., the fulfil- 
ment of the law is at variance with their efforts. Comp. on ¢pov., Matt. xvi. 
23; Phil. iii. 19 ; Col. iii. 2; Plat. Rep. p. 505 B ; 1 Macc. x. 20. 

Ver. 6. A second ydp. The former specified the reason (ver. 5), this 
second is explicative (namely) ; asimilar repetition and mutual relation of yap 
being common also in Greek authors. Comp. xi. 24 ; see on Matt. vi. 82, 
xviii. 11 ; and Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 340 ; Kiihner, TI. 2, p. 856. — The 
striving of the flesh, namely (comp. voig ti¢ capxéc in Col. ii. 18), tends to 
bring man to (eternal) death (through sin), but the striving of the Holy Spirit 
to conduct him to (eternal) life and blessedness (of the Messianic kingdom). 
The explanation : the striving . . . has death as its consequence (Riickert, de 


1This would have required the objective . of dependence is given in the text. See 
negation, since the negation would attach Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 182. 
to xara cépxa., In Plut. Zyc. 10, 19 (in oppo- 2 Observe that in ver. 10 the contrast is 
sition to Hofmann), the negation stands not cdpé, but cH.a—in opposition to Pflei 
along with the participle, and the relation dererin Hilgenfeld’s Zeéischr. 1871, p. 177. 
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Wette, and many others), isright as to fact (comp. vi. 21), but fails to bring 
out the personifying, vivid form of the representation, which, moreover, 
does not permit us to introduce the analytic reflection, that the enmity 
against God is the desire of the flesh ‘‘of dtsel/,” and that it is death ‘‘on 
account of God” (Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 563). That death is God’s penal 
decree, is true ; but this thought does not belong here, where it is simply 
the destructive effort of the capé itself that is intended to be conveyed, and 
that indeed, in accordance with the prevailing concrete mode of descrip- 
tion, as a conscious effort, a real gpoveiv, not as an impulse that makes the Ego 
its captive (Hofmann), since the same predicate gpdévyua applies to the caps 
as well as to the wveiya. On eipfvy, blessedness, comp. ii. 10. Understood 
in the narrower sense (peace with God), it would yield a hysteronproteron, 
which Fritzsche actually assumes. 

Ver. 7. Acéri] propterea quod, introduces the reason why the striving of the 
flesh can be nothing else than death, and that of the Spirit nothing else than 
life and blessedness : for the former is enmity against God, the source of life ; 
comp. Jas. iv. 4. The establishment of the second half of ver. 6 Paul leaves 
out for the present, and only introduces it subsequently at vv. 10, 11, in 
another connection of ideas.—The éydpa cic Ocdv has its ground assigned 
by 70 y. vou t. O. oby trordocera, of which 7d dpdvnua Tie capkéc is still the 
subject (not } cdpé, as Hofmann quite arbitrarily supposes) ; and the inward 
cause of this reality based on experience is afterwards specified by oidé yap 
divarae (for it is not even possible for it). —divara] namely, according to its 
unholy nature, which maintains an antagonistic attitude to the will of God. 
This does not exclude the possibility of conversion (comp. Chrysostom), 
after which, however, the odp£ with its ¢péynua is ethically dead (Gal. v. 24). 
Comp. vi. 6 ff. 

Ver. 8. Aé] is not put for oiv (Beza, Calvin, Koppe, and others ; comp. 
also Riickert and Reiche), but is the simple peraBatixév (autem), which, after 
the auxiliary clauses 6 y. véum . . . dbvara, leads over to a relation correspond- 
ing to the main proposition 7d gp. t. cdpk. éy0pa etc Oedv, and referring to the 
persons in the concrete. The propriety of this connection will at once be 
manifest if réy. vou . . . dbvara be read more rapidly (like a parenthesis). 
According to Hofmann, the progress of thought is now supposed to 
advance from the condemnation of sin to the freedom from death. But such 
a.scheme corresponds neither with the preceding, in which sin and death 
were grouped together (vv. 2, 6), nor with what follows, where in the first 
instance there is no mention of death, and it is only in ver. 10 f. that the 
special point is advanced of the raising from the dead. — év capxi] is in sub- 
stance the same as kata odpxa in ver. 53; but the form of the conception is : 
those who are in the flesh as the ethical life-element, in which they subsist, 
and which is the opposite of the elva év rvebwarc in ver. 9, and év Xpior@ in 
ver. 1. Comp. on vii. 5. The one excludes the other, and the former, as 
antagonistic to God, makes the dpéoa: Océ (comp. 1 Thess. ii: 15, iv. 1) an 
impossibility. 

Ver. 9. Antithetic (ye on the other hand) application of ver. 8 to the 
readers, —eirep] To take this word as guandoguidem, with Chrysostom and 


308 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


others, including Olshausen, is not indeed contrary to linguistic usage, since, 
like ei in the sense of érei (Dissen, ad Dem. decor. p. 195), eixep also is used 
in the sense of éreimep (see Kiihner, ad Xen. Anad. vi. 1. 26). But in the 
present instance the context does not afford the smallest ground for this . 
view ; on the contrary, the conditional signification : if certainly, if other- 
wise (see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 528; Baeuml. Partik. p. 202), is perfectly 
suitable, and with it the following antithetic «i dé corresponds. It con- 
veys an indirect incitement to self-examination. We may add that Paul 
might also have written eiye without changing the sense (in opposition 
to Hermann’s canon, ad Viger. p. 834). See on 2 Cor. v. 3; Gal. iii. 4 ; 
Eph. iii. 2. — oixei év tuiv] That is, has the seat of His presence and activity 
inyou. The point of the expression is not the constantly abiding (‘‘ stabile 
domicilium,” Fritzsche and others ; also Hofmann) ; in that case it would 
have needed a more precise definition (see, on the contrary, the simple ovx 
éyer that follows). Respecting the matter itself and the conception, see 
1 Cor. ii. 16, vi. 17, 19 ; 2 Tim. i. 14; John xiv. 23.’ The é rveiparz, 
which is not to be taken as ‘‘ in the spiritual nature” (Philippi), and the 7». 
Ocov oixei év b wiv said with a significant more precise definition of rvevima, 
stand towards one another in an essential mutual relation. The former is 
conditioned by the latter ; for if the Spirit of God do not dwell in the 
man, He cannot be the determining element in which the latter lives. Com- 
pare the Johannine: ‘‘ ye in me, and I in you.” According to Hofmann, 
the relation consists in the Spirit being on the one hand,” ‘‘as active life- 
ground,” the absolutely inward, and on the other ‘‘as active ground of all 
life,” that which embraces all living. This, however, is a deviation from the 
specific strict sense of the rvedua, which, in accordance with the context, 
can only be that Holy Spirit who is given to believers ; and the concrete 
conception of the apostle receives the stamp of an abstraction. — «i dé 
Tig mvevpua Xprotov x.t.A.] Antithesis of eimep . . . tiv, rendering very 
apparent the necessity of that assumption. ‘‘ Jf, on the other hand, any one 
have not the Spirit of Christ, he does not belong to Him,” is not in communion 
of life with Christ, is not a true Christian ; for airot refers to Christ, not to 
God (van Hengel). Moreover, it is not the non-Christians, but the seeming- 
Christians (comp. 1 John iv. 13), who are characterized as those who have 
not the Spirit. —rvetya Xpiorov] (comp. Phil. i. 19 ; 1 Pet. i. 11) is none 
other than the Holy Ghost, the Spirit of God. He is so called because the 
exalted Christ really communicates Himself to His own in and with the 
Paraclete (John xiv.), so that the Spirit is the living principle and the 
organ of the proper presence of Christ and of His life in them.? Comp. on 
2 Cor. ili. 16; Gal. ii. 20, iv. 6; Eph. iii. 17; Col. i. 27; Acts xvi. 7. 
That this, and not perchance the endowment of Christ with the Spirit 
(Fritzsche), is the view here taken, is clearly proved by the following «i 02 


1Comp. also Ev. Thom. 10: mrvedpa @eod iI. p. 268. 
évolKet év TH Tadiw ToUTw, See passages from 2 Bengel : ‘‘ testimonium illustre de sancta- 
Rabbinic writers on the dwelling of the Trinitate ejusque oeconomia in corde 
Holy Spirit in man, quoted by Schoettgen, _fidelium.” ; 
p. 527; Eisenmenger, entdecktes Judenthum, 
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Xprord¢ év buiv, Comp, Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 346. The designation of 
the Holy Spirit by rv. X pcorod is purposely selected in order to render very 
conspicuous the truth of the ob« gory avrov. Kéllner wrongly lays down 
a distinction between the Spirit of God and the Spirit of Christ ; making 
the former the highest rveiya, the source and perfection of all rveiua, and 
the latter the higher God-resembling mind that was manifested in Christ. 
But a distinction between them is not required by vv. 10, 11 (see on that 
passage), and is decisively forbidden by Gal. iv. 6, compared with Rom. 
viii. 14-16. We cannot even say, therefore, with Umbreit : ‘‘the Spirit of 
Christ is the medium, through which man obtains the Spirit of God ;” nor, 
with van Hengel, who compares Luke ix. 55: ‘‘si vero quis Spiritum, qui 
Christi est, cum eo non habet communem,” with which Paul would here be 
aiming at the (alleged) Judaism of the Romans. 

Ver. 10. The contrast to the foregoing. ‘‘ Whosoever has not the Spirit of 
Christ, is not His ; if, on the other hand, Christ (i.e. rveiua Xpictod, see on 
ver. 9) is in you,” then ye enjoy the following blissful consequences :—(1) 
Although the body is the prey of death on account of sin, nevertheless the 
Spirit is life on account of righteousness, ver. 10. (2) And even the mor- 
tal body shall be revivified by Him who raised up Christ from the dead, 
because Christ’s Spirit dwelleth in you, ver. 11.—Vv. 10 and 11 have been 
rightly interpreted as referring to life and death in the proper (physical) 
sense by Augustine (de. pece. merit. et rem. i. '7), Calvin, Beza, Calovius, 
Bengel, Michaelis, Tholuck, Klee, Flatt, Riickert, Reiche, Gléckler, Usteri, 
Fritzsche, Maier, Weiss l.c. p. 372, and others. For, jirst, on account of 
the apostle’s doctrine regarding the connection between sin and death (v. 
12) with which his readers were acquainted, he could not expect his r. céua 
vexp. Ov au. to be understood in any other sense ; secondly, the parallel be- 
tween the raising up of Christ from death, which was in fact bodily death, 
and the quickening of the mortal bodies does not permit any other view, 
since (wor. stands without any definition whatever altering or modifying 
the proper sense : and lastly; the proper sense is in its bearing quite in har- 
mony with the theme of ver. 2 (which is discussed in vv. 38-11) : for the 
life of the Spirit unaffected by physical death (ver. 10), and the final reviv- 
ification also of the body (ver. 11), just constitute the highest consumma- 
tion, and as it were the triumph, of the deliverance from the law of sin 
and death (ver. 2). These grounds, collectively,’ tell at the same time 
against the divergent explanations : (1) that in vv. 10, 11 it is spiritual 
death and life that are spoken of ; so Erasmus, Piscator, Locke, Heumann, 
Ch. Schmidt, Stolz, Béhme, Benecke, K6llner, Schrader, Stengel, Krehl, 
and van Hengel. (2) That ver. 10 is to be taken in the spiritual, but ver. 
11 in the proper sense ; so Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, 


1 They do not permit, moreover, any such 
- widening of the idea, as Philippi and Hof- 
mann give to it. The former declares death 
to be, like the cya itself, spiritual-bodily ; 
as such itis even now the overruling princi- 
ple, inhabiting soul and body. According 


to Hofmann, the body is meant as in that 
death-condition which only finds its conclu- 
sion in dying, but in virtue of all this there 
is already present that, which makes the 
body incapable of being a manifestation of 
true life. 
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Grotius, Koppe, Olshausen, Reithmayr, and others ; de Wette unites the 
moral and physical sense in both verses, comp. also Nielsen and Umbreit ; see 
the particulars below. — vexpév| With this corresponds the dryra in ver. 11. 
It conveys, however, the idea ‘‘ conditioni mortis obnoxium” (Augustine) more 
forcibly, and so as vividly to realize the certain result—he is dead !—a pro- 
lepsis of the final fate, which cannot now be altered or avoided. ‘Well is 
it said by Bengel: ‘‘magni vi; morti adjudicatum deditumque.” Our 
body is a corpse! Analogous is the éyo dé axéSavor in vii. 10, though in that 
passage not used in the sense of physical death ; comp. Rev. iii. 1.1 The 
commentators who do not explain it of physical death are at variance. And 
how surprising the diversity ! Some take vexp. as a favourable predicate, 
embracing the new birth = Yavatwdév rH duaptia (so with linguistic inaccu- 
racy even on account of d? du., Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, and with various modifications, also Erasmus, Raphel, Grotius, 
Locke, Heumann, Béhme, Baumgarten-Crusius, Reithmayr, and Miircker ; 
comp. van Hengel, ‘‘mortui instar ad inertiam redactum”). Others take 
it as: miserable by reason of sin (Michaelis, Koppe, Ké6llner), comp. de 
Wette : ‘‘Even in the redeemed there still remains the sinful inclination as 
source of the death, which expresses its power ;” Krehl as: ‘‘ morally 
dead ;” Olshausen : ‘‘not in the glory of its original destiny ;” Tholuck : 
in the sense of vii. 10 f., but also ‘‘ including in itself the elements of moral 
life-disturbance and of misery.” Since, however, it is the body that is just 
spoken of, and since dv’ duapriay could only bring up the recollection of the 
proposition in v. 12, every view, which does not understand it of bodily 
death, is contrary to the context and far-fetched,’ especially since dvyrd in 
ver. 11 corresponds to it. — dv’ dyuapriav] The ground : on account of sin, in 
consequence of sin (Kihner, II. 1, p. 419), which is more precisely known 
from v. 12. Death, which has arisen and become general through the en- 
trance of sin into the world, can be averted in.no case, not even in that of 
the regenerate man. Hence, even in his case, the body is vexpév Jd? duapriav. 
But how completely different is it in his case-with the spirit! Tod rvedya, 
namely, in contrast to the cdua, is necessarily not the transcendent (Holsten) 
or the Holy Spirit (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Calvin, Grotius, and others) ; 
nor yet, as Hofmann turns the conception, the spirit which we now have 
when Christ is in us and His righteousness is owrs; but simply our hu- 
man spirit, i.e. the substratum of the personal self-consciousness, and as 
such the principle of the higher cognitive and moral activity of life as 
directed towards God, different from the »vy4, which is to be regarded as 
the potentiality of the human natural life. The faculty of the rvevua is the 
vovog (vii. 25), and its subject the moral Ego (vii. 15 ff.). That the spirit of 
those who are here spoken of is filled with the Holy Spirit, is in itself a 
correct inference from the presupposition ei Xpvoric év tiv, but is not im- 


1 Also éuyuxov vexpdv, Soph. Ant. 1167; not again rule.’’ Comp. van Hengel: “ne 
Epict. /7. 176 : Wvxapcov ef Baora ov vexpor. peccati principio serviat.”” But how gratui- 
2Even though it be explained with — tously is this negative sense imported into 
Ewald, referring to vi. 2 ff., ‘dead on ac- __ the positive expression ! 
count of sin, in order that the latter should ; 
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plied in the word 7d rveiya, as if this meant (Theodoret and de Wette) the 
human spirit pervaded by the Divine Spirit, the pneumatic essence of the 
regenerate man. That is never the case ; comp. on ver. 16. —w#] i.e. life 
is his essential element ; stronger than ¢%, the reading of F. G. Vulg. and 
Mss. of the It. Comp. vii. 7. With respect to the spirit of the true Chris- 
tian, therefore, there can be no mention of death (which would of necessity 
be eternal death) ; comp. John xi. 26. He is eternally alive, and that 6:d 
Sixacoobvyv, on account of righteousness ; for the eternal (wf is based on the 
justification thes has taken place for Christ’s sake and is appropriated by 
faith. Riickert, Reiche, Fritzsche, Philippi (comp. also Hofmann), fol- 
lowing the majority of ancient expositors, have properly taken dcxacocbvyy 
thus in the Pauline-dogmatic sense, seeing that the moral righteousness of life 
(Erasmus, Grotius, Tholuck, de Wette, Klee, and Maier) because never 
perfect (1 Cor. iv. 4; Phil. iii. 9, a/.), can never be ground of the fw. If, 
however, did dcxacoobyyv be rendered : for the sake of righteousness, ‘‘ in order 
that the latter may continue and rule” (Ewald, comp. van Hengel), it 
would yield no contrast answering to the correct interpretation of vexpdv 6? 
au. It is moreover to be noted, that as 6” duapr. does not refer to one’s 
own individual sin (on the contrary, see on é@’ @ rdvte¢ fuaprov, Vv. 12), so 
neither does did dixavocbvyv refer to one’s own righteousness. — Observe, 
further, the fact that, and the mode in which, the d:xcavoobvy may be lost — 
according to our passage, namely, if Christ is not in us,—a condition, by 
which the moral nature of the dccavootvy is laid down and security is guard- 
ed against. 

Ver. 11. According to ver. 10, there was still left one power of death, 
that over the body. Paul now disposes of this also, and hence takes up 
again, not indeed what had just been inferred (Hofmann, in accordance 
with his view of 7d rvedua, ver. 10), but the idea conditioning it, i dé X. év 
tu. ; not, however, in this form, but, as required by the tenor of what he 
intends to couple with it, in the form : é dé r. rv. row éyeup. ’I. ék vexp. oixed 
év iuiv. In substance the two are identical, since the indwelling of the | 
Divine Spirit in us is the spiritual indwelling of Christ Himself in us. See 
on ver. 9.—The dé, therefore, simply carries on the argument, namely, from 
the spirit which is fw4 (ver. 10), to the quickening that is certain even in 
the case of the mortal body (for observe the position of the xai). The 
apostle’s inference is: ‘‘The Spirit who dwelleth in you is the Spirit of 
Him that raised up Jesus ; consequently God will also, with respect to your 
bodies, as dwelling-places of His Spirit, do the same as He has done in the 
case of Christ.” The self-evident presupposition in this inference is, that 
the Spirit of God dwelt in Jesus during His earthly career (Luke iv. 1, 14, 
18; Acts i. 2; John iii. 84, xx. 22). —Cworojoe] Not éyepei, but the 
correlate of Cwm ver. 10 (comp. ver. 6), and counterpart of vexpdv and Svnrd, is 
purposely selected. Comp. 1 Cor. xv. 22. — dvyrd] What he had previ- 
ously expressed proleptically by vexpév, he here describes according to the 
reality of the present by Svyrd. Observe, moreover, that Paul leaves out of 
view the fate of those still living at the Parousia. Their change is not included 
in the expression Cworo4oec (Hofmann), a view which neither the sense of 


312 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


the word (comp. iv. 17; 1 Cor. xv. 22, 36 ; 1 Pet. iii. 18 ; John v. 21) nor 
the correlation with éyeipac permits. But to the readers’ consciousness of 
faith it was self-evident from the analogy of what is here said to them with 
reference to the case of their being already dead at the Parousia ; 1 Cor. 
xv. 51; 2 Cor. v. 2-4 ; 1 Thess. iv. 15-17.—On the interchange of ’Ijcowv 
and rév Xpiorév Bengel rightly remarks : ‘‘ Appellatio Jesu spectat ad ipsum ; 
Christi refertur ad nos ;” for Jesus as Christ is destined to be the archetype 
for believers even in an eschatological respect. — did 1d évocxovy k.7.A.] on 
account of His Spirit that dwelleth in you. Observe the emphatic prefixing 
of the airov relating to God. How could God, the Raiser up of Christ, who 
was the possessor of His Spirit, leave the bodies of believers, which are the 
dwelling-places of the same Spirit, without quickening ? The more char- 
acteristic évocxovv (previously it was only oixei) is a climax to the representa- 
tion.—K¢6llner’s explanation may serve to exemplify the conception of our 
passage in an ethical sense (Erasmus, Calvin, and many others) : ‘‘ So will 
He who raised up Jesus from the dead bring to life also your bodies that 
are still subject to death (sin and misery), that is, ennoble also your sensuous 
nature and so perfect you entirely.” But even apart from this arbitrary inter- 
pretation given to the simple Svyré (which ought rather with van Hengel to 
be interpreted : ‘‘quamquam mortalia ideoque minoris numeri sunt”), how 
diffuse and verbose would be the whole mode of expressing the simple 
thought ! How utterly out of place this dualism of the representation, as if 
the divine work of the moral revivification of the body were something inde- 
pendent, alongside of and subsequent to that of the spirit ! See, moreover, 
generally on ver. 10, and the appropriate remarks of Reiche, Commentar 
crit. I. p. 62 ff. Lastly, according to de Wette’s combination of the two 
senses—the moral and the physical—the thought is : ‘‘This death-over- 
coming Spirit of God shall destroy more and more the principle of sin and 
death in your bodies, and instead of it introduce the principle of the life- 
bringing Spirit into your whole personality, even into the body itself,”— _ 
a thought which opens up the prospect of the future resurrection or change 
of the body. But the resurrection will be participated in by all believers 
at once, independently of the development noticed in our passage, by which 
their bodies would have first to be made ripe for it ; and even the change of 
the living at the Parousia is, according to 1 Cor. xv. 51 ff., not a process 
developed from within outwardly, but a result produced in a twinkling 
from without (at the sound of the last trumpet),—a result, which cannot be 
the final consequence of the gradual inward destruction of the principle of 
sin and death, because in that case all could not participate in it simultane- 
ously, which nevertheless is the case, according to 1 Cor. xv. 51. Notwith- 
standing, this view, which combines the spiritual. and bodily process of 
glorification, has been again brought forward by Philippi, according to 
whom what is here meant is the progressive merging of death into life, which 
can only be accomplished ’ by the progressive merging of sin into the righteous- 


1 If it be attempted to apply this view to of application to all those to whom no 
the different subjects concerned, the ab- time is afforded between their conversion 
surdity is encountered, that itis incapable and their death, or between their conver- 
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ness of life, and of the odpa into the rvetya (2). The simple explanation of 
the resurrection of the body is rightly retained by Tholuck, Umbreit, Hof- 
mann, Weiss, and others ; whilst Ewald contents himself with the indeter- 
minate double sense of eternal life beginning in the mortal body. 

Vv. 12-17. Accordingly we are bound not to live carnally, for that brings 
death ; whereas the government of the Spirit, on the other hand, brings life, be- 
cause we, as moved by the Spirit, are children of God, and as such are sure of 
the future glory. 

Ver. 12. "Apa obv] Draws the inference not merely from ver. 11, but from 
the contents closely in substance bound up together of vv. 10, 11. ‘‘ Since 
these blissful consequences are conditioned by the Spirit that dwelleth in 
us, we are not bound to give service to the flesh.” That has not deserved 
well of us !—ob r@ capxi . . . ty] In the lively progress of his argument, 
Paul leaves the counterpart, 4424 ré¢ Tvebuatt, Tod KaTa Trevua CHv, Without 
direct expression ; but it results self-evidently for every reader from ver, 13. 
[See Note XCIII. p. 348.] — rod x. 0: Cqv] in order to live carnally. This would 
be the aim of our relation of debt to the flesh, if such a relation existed ; 
we should have the carnal mode of life for our task. Fritzsche thinks that 
it belongs to 6¢. : ‘‘Sumus debitores non carni obligati, nempe debitores 
vitae ex carnis cupiditatibus instituendae ;” so also Winer, p. 306 [E. T. 
326]. But in Gal. v. 3 Paul couples it with the simple infinitive ; as in 
Soph. Aj. 587, Eur. Rhes. 965. Since he here Says row Cy that telic view is 
all the more to be preferred, by which the contents of the obligation (so 
Hofmann) is brought out as its destination for us. The idea conveyed by 
kara dpa Civ is that of being alive (contrast to dying) according to the rule 
and standard of cépé, so that odpz is the regulative principle. The more pre- 
cise and definite idea : carnal bliss (Hofmann), is not expressed. We should 
note, moreover, rH capxt with the article (personified), and xara cdpxa with- 
out it (qualitative), ver. 5. 

Ver. 13. Reason for ver. 12—‘ for so ye would attain the opposite of your 
destination, as specified in vv. 10,11.” The péAdery (Comp. iv. 24) indicates 
the ‘‘certum et constitutum esse secundum vim (divini) fatt.” Ellendt, Lez. 
Soph. IL. p. 72. — arodvioxew] The opposite of the Cw Inver. 10 f. ; conse- 
quently used of the being transferred into the state of eternal death ; and 
then ¢4ce0%e in the sense of eternal life (see ver. 17). Comp. vii. 10, 24, viii. 
6, 10. This dying does not exclude the resurrection of the body (Riickert), 
but points to the unblissful existence in Hades before (Luke xvi. 23) and 
after (comp. Matt. x. 28) the judgment. If it were true that Paul did not 
believe in a resurrection for unbelievers, he would stand in direct antago- 
nism to John v. 28 f. ; Acts xxiv. 15; Matt. v. 29 f., x. 28 ; and even 1 
Cor. xv. 24 (see on that passage). Here also Philippi combines bodily, spir- 
itual, and eternal death ; but see above, on Rom. v. 12. And here it may 
be specially urged against this view, that the dying and living are assigned 
purely to the region of the future. Oecumenius aptly Says : Tov addvarov 


sion and the Parousia, for the develop- _yields an idea which would even @ priori, 
ment of the alleged spiritual-bodily process _in the generality in which Paul would have 
of glorification, This exposition, therefore, expressed it, lack truth. 
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Sdvarov év th yeévvy. —vebpare] t.¢. by means of the Holy Spirit, comp. vv. 4, 
5, 6, 9, and the following rvevpate Ocod ; consequently here also not sub- 
jective (Philippi and others: “ pneumatic condition of mind”). — ra¢ 
mpaterc Tov cdp.| The practices (tricks, machinations, see on Col, ili. 9 ; Luke 
xxiii. 51 ; Acts xix. 18 ;? which the body (in accordance with the vépo¢ év rote 
uéheot, Vii. 28) desires to carry out. These we make dead (Savarotre), when 
the Ego, following the drawing of the Holy Spirit, conquers the lusts that 
form their basis ; so that they do not come to realization, and are reduced 
to nothing. Zéyva is not used here for odps (Reiche and others) ; Paul has 
not become inconsistent with his own use of language (Stirm in Tid. 
Zeitschr. 1834, 3, p. 11), but has regarded the (in itself indifferent) cdya as 
the executive organ of the sin, which, dwelling in the caps of the body, 
rules over the body, and makes it the oda duapriac (vi. 6), if the Spirit does 
not obtain the control and make it His organ. The term mpdéevc, further 
used by Paul only in Col. iii. 9 (not épya), is purposely selected to express the 
evil conception, which Hofmann (‘‘ acts”) without any ground calls in ques- 
tion. It is frequently used thus by Greek authors, as also mpdyuata. — The 
alternating antithesis is aptly chosen, so that in the two protases living and 
putting to death, in the apodoses death and life, stand constrasted with one 
another. 

Ver. 14. Reason assigned for the Cjcecde. For then ye belong, as led 
by God, to the children of God (for whom the life of the Messianic king- 
dom is destined, ver. 17 ; Gal. iv. 7).” Theodore of Mopsuestia : diA0v obv 
Ore of TovovTor THY paKapiay Conv Tapa TH éEavTov matpi Choovtat. — ayovrac| 7... are 
determined in the activity of their inward and outward life. Comp. ii. 4 ; 
Gal. v. 18; 2 Tim. iii. 6.? The expression is passive (hence the dative), 
though without prejudice to the freedom of the human will, as ver. 13 
proves. ‘‘ Non est enim coactio, ut voluntas non possit repugnare : trahit 
Deus, sed volentem trahit,” Melanchthon. — viot Ocov] Thus Paul elevates the 
hallowed theocratic conception, ix. 5, to the purely moral idea, which is real- 
ized in the case of those who are led by the Divine Spirit (which is granted 
only to those who believe in Christ, Gal. iii. 26). The ovroz is therefore not 
unemphatic (Hofmann)—which would make it quite superfluous—but has 
an excluding and contrasting force (these and no others, comp. Gal. iii. 7). 
Next to it viot has the stress (hence its position immediately after ovrou, see 
‘the critical remarks), being conceived already as in contrast to dovAo, see ver. 
15. The viot Ocov are those who have been justified by faith, thereby law- 
fully received by Him into the fellowship of children with a reconciled 
Father (ver. 15), governed by the Holy Spirit given unto them (comp. Gal. 
iv. 6), exalted to the dignity of the relation of brethren to Christ (ver. 29). 
and sure of the eternal glory (of the inheritance). Fora view of the rela- 
tion in question under its various aspects in Paul, John, and the Synoptics, 
see on John i. 12. 


1Dem. 126. 22; Polyb. ii. 7, 8, ii. -9. 2, iv. C. 254 (Reisig, Znarr. p. LXI.) ; Plat. Phaed. 
8. 3, v. 96.4; and Sturz, Lex. Xen, Iii. p. p. 94 EB: d&yeodar vrd THY TOD THLATOS TAIHG- 
646. TwV. 
2 Soph. Ant. 620: btw dpévas Feds ayer, Oed. 
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Ver. 15 assigns the ground for ver. 14 in application to the readers. 
Hor ye received not, when the Holy Spirit was communicated to you, a spirit 
of bondage, that is, a spirit such as is the regulating power in the state of 
slavery.’ This view of the genitive (Fritzsche, de Wette, Philippi) is 
required by the contrast ; because the viodecia, when the Spirit is given, is 
already present, having entered, namely, through faith and justification 
(Gal. iv. 6). Hence it cannot, with others (Kéllner, Riickert, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Hofmann, Reithmayr, following Theodore of Mopsuestia and 
others), be taken as the genitive of the effect (who works bondage). This 
also holds against Lipsius, Rechtfertigungslehre, p. 170. — rédw cic $6 Rov] 
again to fear, conveys the aim of the (denied) 2248. rv. dova., so that radu, 
as its very position shows, gives a qualification, not of é2a3., but of ec 
g6B. : ‘‘in order that ye should once more (as under the law working 
wrath) be afraid.” — rveiya viodes.] t.¢. a spirit which, in the state of adoption, 
is the ruling principle. YioSecia is the proper term for adoption (séodar vidr, 
Plat. Legg. xi. p. 929 ; Arr. An. i. 23. 11) ; see Grotius and Fritzsche, 
in loc. ; Hermann, Privatalterth. § 64. 15 ; comp. on Gal. iv. 5 ; also Weiss, 
bibl. Theol. p. 340. Therefore not sonship in general (the Patristic vidrye), 
as is the view of the majority ; it is rightly rendered in the Vulgate : 
‘* adoptionis filiorum ;” it does not represent believers as children of God by 
birth, but as those who by God’s grace (Eph. i. 5-8) have been assumed into 
the place of children, and as brethren of Christ (ver. 29). Those thus 
adopted receive the Spirit from God, but are not begotten to sonship. through 
the Spirit (Hofmann) ; comp. Weiss, 7.c. — The repetition of éAdBere 
tvevua has a certain solemnity. Comp. on 1 Cor. ii. 7 ; Phil. iv. 17. —é @| 
im whom, as in the element that moves our inner life. Comp. on 1 Cor. 
xii, 3; Eph. ii. 18.—xpdfouev] we ery, the outburst of fervid emotion in 
prayer. Comp. on Gal. iv. 6. The transition to the jirst person takes place 
without special: intention, under the involuntary pressure of the sense of 
fellowship. —’A$Ba] See on Mark xiv. 86, and Buxtorf, Lez. Talm. p. 20. 
From the three passages, Mark, /.c., Gal. iv. 6, and our present one, it may 
be assumed that the address 838 was transferred fromthe Jewish into the 
Christian prayers, and in the latter received the consecration of special 
sanctity through Christ Himself, who as Son thus addressed the Father. 
This ’A@Ba gradually assumed the nature of a proper name; and thus it 
came that the Greek-praying Christians retained the Chaldee word in a 
vocative sense as a proper name, and further, in the fervour of the feeling 
of sonship, added along with it the. specifically Christian address to the 
Father, using the appellative 6 rargp in the appositional nominative (Kiihner, 


1 TIvedua Sova, is therefore what the Holy 
Spirit received is not. Comp. 2 Tim. i. 7. 
Altogether contrary to the context, Gro- 
tius, Michaelis, and others understand 
affectus servilis, taking it consequently not 
of the objective spirit, but subjectively ; as do 
also Reiche, Baumgarten-Crusius, and de 
Wette, with whom Philippi agrees : “‘ a dis- 


position of mind such as one has in slavery 
(childhood).” Vy. 14, 16 ought to have 
precluded such a view. Chrysostom, The- 
odoret, and others understood it directly 
Of 7d ypdéupa Tod vOMoU as Tapa TOD mVEvmaToS 
pév Sodév, SovAovs 5é wadAAov apudgov, Theoph- 
ylact. Comp. Oecumenius : rdv rvevuarixdy 
dyot vomor, 


316 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


IL. 1, p. 42) ; so that the ‘‘ Abba, Father,” now became fixed.’ It has been | 
frequently supposed (and is still by Riickert, Reiche, and Kéllner) that 
Paul added 6 rarfp by way of explanation. But against this view it may be 
urged, that in passages so full of feeling as Rom. viii. 15 and Gal. iv. 6, an 
interpretation—and that too of a word which, considering the familiarity 
with Jewish modes of expression in the churches of Rome and Galatia, 
undoubtedly needed no explanation, and was certainly well known also 
through the evangelistic tradition as the form of address in prayer that 
had flowed from the mouth of Jesus—seems unnatural and out of place. 
Besides, in all three instances, in Mark’ and Paul, uniformly the mere ’Af8a 
6 rathp 18 given without any formula of interpretation (rov7’ gor: or the like) 
being added. Other views—destitute, however, of all proof—are : that the 
custom which insinuating children have of repeating the father’s name is 
here imitated (Chrysostom, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, and Gro- 
tius) ; or that the emphasis affectus (Erasmus) is here expressed (either view 
would be possible only in the event of the passage standing as ’Aa, 
’A3Ba) ; or even that it is meant to signify the Fatherhood of God for Jews 
and Gentiles (Augustine, Anselm, Calvin, Estius, and others). With our 
view Philippi is substantially agreed. Against the objections of Fritzsche, 
who regards 6 rarfp as an explanatory addition grown into a habit, see on 
Gal. iv. 6. — The Father-name of God in the Old Covenant (Ex. xx. 2; 
Isa. Ixiii. 16 ; Hos. xi. 1; Jer. iii. 19, xxxi. 9) only received the loftiest 
fulfilment of its meaning in the New Covenant through the vioSeoia accom- 
plished in Christ. * 

Ver. 16. More precise information respecting the preceding év @ kpat. 
"ABBA 6 r.—avTo Td rveiwa x.7.A.] Not He, the Spirit (Hofmann, inappro- 
priately comparing ver. 21 and 1 Thess. iii. 11) ; but, since airéc in the 
casus rectus always means ipse, the context supplying the more special 
reference of the sense : ipse spiritus, that is, Himself, on His own part, the 
(received) Spirit testifies with our spirit ; He unites His own testimony that 
we wre children of God with the same testimony borne by our spirit, which 
(1 Cor. ii. 11) is the seat of our self-consciousness. — In svypapr. the ovv 
and its reference tor. rv. ju. are not to be neglected, any more than in ii. 
15, ix. 1, as the Vulgate, Luther, Grotius, and Fathers, also Koppe, 
‘Rickert, Reiche, K6llner, de Wette, and others have done. Paul dis- 
tinguishes from the subjective self-consciousness : Jam the child of God, 
the therewith accordant testimony of the objective Holy Spirit : thow art 
the child of God! The latter is the yea to the. former ; and thus it comes 
that we cry the Abba év r@ rvebwart. Our older theologians (see especially 
Calovius) have rightly used our passage as a proof of the certitudo gratiae in 
opposition to the Catholic Church with its mere conjectura moralis. Comp. 


1It was owing simply to the provincial foot, Hor. p. 654 f. 
dialect of Palestine that SSN and not SN 2In Mark xiv. 36 the expression is put 
wasused. Alberti, Tholuck,and Olshausen into the mouth of Jesus from a later age. 
think it due to the former having a more See in loc. 
childlike (lisping) sound. Other precarious 3 Comp. Umbreit, p. 287 f. ; Schultz, alt 
views may be seen in Wolf, Cur.; Light- test. Theol. II. p. 98. 
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Eph. i. 13, iv. 30; 1 John iii. 24, iv. 13. At the same time, it is also a 
clear dictum probans against all pantheistic confusion of the divine and the 
human spirit and consciousness, and no less against the assertion that Paul 
ascribes to man not a human rveiua, but only the divine rvevua become sub- 
jective (Baur, Holsten). Against this view, see also Pfleiderer, in Hilgen- 
feld’s Zeitschr, 1871, p. 162 f., who nevertheless, at p. 177 f., from our 
passage and chap. viii. generally, attributes to the apostle the doctrine that 
in the Christian the real divine rvetya has become the proper human one, 
and vice versa ; comp. on ver. 26. Against the Fanatics Melanchthon truly 
observes, that the working of the Spirit in the believer begins ‘‘ praelucente 
voce evangelii.”” — réxva] The term children, expressive of greater tender- 
ness, called forth by the increasing fervour of the discourse.’ Comp 
ver. 21. The aspect of the legal relation (of the viodecia) at the same time 
recedes into the background. Comp. Phil. ii. 15. 

Ver. 17. From the truth of the filial relation to God, Paul now passes 
over by the continuative dé to the sure blissful consequence of it,—and that 
indeed in organic reference to the ¢joe03e promised in ver. 13. — From our 
childship follows necessarily our heirship. Comp. Gal. iv. 7. Both are to 
be left perfectly general, without supplying O¢ov, since it is only what fol- | 
lows that furnishes the concrete, more precise definition, in which here the 
general relation is realized. — kAnpovéuor Ocov] The inheritance, which God 
once on a time transfers to His children as their property, is the salvation 
and glory of the Messianic kingdom. Comp. iv. 14. God is, of course, a 
this case conceived not as a dying testator, but as the living bestower of His | 
goods on His children (Luke xv. 12). However, the conclusion (ver. 17), 
forbids us to disregard the idea of inheritance, and to find only that of the 
receiving possession represented (in opposition to van Hengel). — obyKanp. dé 
Xpictov] Not something greater than xAypov. Oeov, on the contrary in sub- 
stance the same, but specifically characterized from the standpoint of our fel- 
lowship with Christ, whose co-heirs we must be as xAypov. Ocov, since, having 
entered into sonship through the viodecia, we have become Christ’s brethren 
(ver. 29). Moreover, that Paul has here in view, not the analogy of the 
Hebrew law of inheritance that conferred a man’s intestate heritage only on 
sons of his body, if there were such, but that of the Roman law (Fritzsche, 
Tholuck, van Hengel ; see more particularly on Gal. iv. 7), is the historical- 
ly necessary supposition, which can least of all seem foreign or inappropri- 
ate in an epistle to the Romans. —ovurdcy.] [See Note XOIV. p. 349.] 
Whosoever, for the sake of the gospel, submits to suffering (Matt. x. 38, xvi. 
24), suffers with Christ ; i.e. he has actual share in the suffering endured by) 
Christ (1 Pet. iv. 13), drinks the same cup that He drank (Matt. xx. 22 f.).. 


Comp. on 2 Cor. i. 5 ; Phil. iii. 10 ; Col. i. 24. This fellowship of suffer- | 

1 Hofmann incorrectly imports the idea _ called réxvov, simply because vids was the 
that vids emphasizes the connection of life, prophetic and historical designation of the 
and réxvov the descent; hence Christ is not Messiah consecrated by ancient usage. In 
called récvov, but only vids. This viewis fact, the LXX. render promiscuously j2 as 
demolished by the fact that, precisely in well as ao (which Hofmann compares) 


virtue of His descent as the movoyevys and — gometimes by vids and sometimes by réxvov. 
mpwrdtoxos, Christ is the vids. He is not 
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‘ing Paul regards as that which must be presupposed in order to the attain- 
ment of glory, of participation in the dé£a of Christ (eizep, as in ver. 9) ; not 
indeed as meritum, or pretium vitae aeternae, but as obedientia propter ordi- 
nem a Deo sancitum, Melanchthon. Comp. 2 Tim. ii. 11 f. This conviction 
developed itself, especially under the external influence of the circumstances 
of an age fruitful in persecution, just as necessarily and truly out of the in- 
ward assurance that in the case of Jesus Himself His suffering,’ willed by 
God, and undertaken and borne in obedience to the Father, was the condi- 
tion of His glory (Luke xxiv. 26 ; Phil. ii. 6 ff., a/.), as it in its turn became 
a rich spring of the enthusiasm for martyrdom. Olshausen (comp. also Phi- 
lippi) mixes up an element which is here foreign : ‘‘ participation in the con- 
flict with sin in themselves and in the world.” Even without introducing 
this element foreign to the word itself, the cvuurdcye.v, as the presupposition 
involved in the joint-heirship, has its universal applicability, based not 
merely on the general participation of all in the suffering of this time, but 
especially also on the relation of the children of God to the ungodly world 
(comp. John vii. 7, xv. 18 f., xvii. 14). — iva cai ovvdoé.] in order to be also 
glorified with Him ; dependent not on ovykanp. (Tholuck), but on ovurdcy,, 
the divine final aim of which, known to the sufferer, it subjoins. 

Vv. 18-31.? Grounds of encouragement for the ovurdoyev iva x. ovvdok. — 
Namely, (1) The future glory shall far outweigh the present sufferings, vv. 
18-25. — (2) The Holy Ghost supports us, vv. 26, 27. — (8) Generally, all 
things must serve for good to those who love God, vv. 28-81. [See Note, 
on the connection of thought in vv. 18-25, XCV. p. 349.] 

Ver. 18. [See, on several words and phrases in vv. 18-25, Note XCVI. p. 
350.] AoyiGouar] I reckon, as in iii. 28 ; 2 Cor. xi. 5; Phil. iii. 18. In the 
singular we are not to discover a turn given to the argument, as if the apos- 
tle found it necessary to justify himself on account of the condition eirep 
ouunaoxy. (Hofmann). Just as little here as in the case of rémecoua: in ver. 
38. He simply delivers his judgment, which, however, he might have ex- 
pressed with equal propriety in a form inclusive of others, as subsequently 
he has written oidayev (ver. 22). Such changing of the person is accidental 
and without any special design, especially as here he does not say éya yap 
Aoyit., Or Aoyifouat yap avtoc éyé, or Otherwise give himself prominence. A 
certain litotes, however, lies (not indeed in the singular, but) in the use of 
Aoyifoua itself, which really contains an olda and a rérevopar. —obx &£ca] not 
of equal importance, not of corresponding weight ; they are unimportant. On 
. mpdc, in comparison with, in relation to, comp. Plat. Gorg. p. 471 E : obdevde 
G&b¢ éote mpd¢g tHv adAgSecav, Protag. p. 356 A; Winer, p. 378 [E. T. 405]. 
On ov« d&i6v éor. itself, however, in the sense : non operae pretium est, see 


1 Here also set forth by Hofmann under 
the aspect of treatment encountered by Him 
at the hands of the enemies of the work of 
salvation. 

? See, on the section about the groaning 
of the creature, Késter, in Stud. u. Krit. 1862, 
p. 755 ff.; M. Schenkel, von d. Seu*zen der 


Creatur (Schulprogr. Plauen), 1862; From- 


mann, in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1868, 
p. 25 ff. ; Zahn, in the same, 1865, p. 511 ff. ; 
Graf, in Heidenheim’s Vierteljahrsschr. 1867, 
8; Engelhardt, in the Luther. Zeitschr. 1871, 
p. 48 ff. (against Frommann) ; and against 
Engelhardt, see. Frommann in the .ame 
Zeitschrift, 1872, p. 33 ff. 
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Kiihner, ad Xen. Anabd.-vi. 5. 13.1 On the subject-matter, see especially 2 
Cor. iv. 17. — rod viv xatpov] of the present time-period. [See Note XCVII. 
p. 351.] The viv xarpé¢ marks off from the whole aiav oiro¢ (see on Matt. xii. 
32) the period then current, which was to end with the approaching Parousia 
(assumed as near in xiii. 11, 12, 1 Thess. iv. 17, 1 Cor. vii. 29, and in the 
entire N. T.), and was thus the time of the crisis. — wéA1. d6£. amok. | uéAAov- 
cav (see on ver. 18) is, as in Gal. iii. 28, prefixed with emphasis, correlative 
with the foregoing viv. Comp. 1 Cor. xii. 22; Plat. Rep. p. 572 B: kai 
Tavu Sokovow tuav éviowg wetpio eivac. See Stallbaum in loc. — aroxad.| Name- 
ly, at the Parousia, when the défa which is now hidden (in heaven, comp. 
Col. iii. 3 f. ; 1 Pet. i. 4) is to be revealed. — ei¢ juac] on us, so that we are 
those, wpon whom (reaching unto them) the azoxdavyc takes place. Comp... 
Acts xxviii. 6. The défa comes to us, therefore, from without (with Christ 
descending from heaven ; comp. Col. iii. 4 ; Phil. iii. 21; Tit. ii. 13) ; but 
is not conceived as having already begun inwardly and then becoming ap- 
parent outwardly (in opposition to Lipsius, Rechtfert. p. 206). 

Ver. 19. T'dp] introduces, from the waiting of the creation (to whose 
groaning that of Christians thereupon joins itself in ver. 23) for this glori- 
ous consummation, a peculiar confirmation, couched in a poetic strain, of 
the fact that the aroxdAvnc tie d6Ene is really impending ; and thus lends 
support to the comforting certainty of that future manifestation, that is, to 
the element involved in the emphatically prefixed yéAAoveav ; comp. Calo- 
vius, Fritzsche, de Wette, Krehl, Reithmayr, and Bisping. From Origen 
and Chrysostom down to Hofmann, there has usually been discovered here 
a ground assigned for the greatness of the glory. But this is neither con- 
sistent with the emphatic prominence of yéAdoveav, nor with the subsequent 
ground itself, which proves nothing as to the greatness of the déga, but 
stands to the indubitableness of the latter, otherwise firmly established and 
presupposed, in the relation of a sympathetic testimony of nature.” Least of 
all can ydp introduce a ground of the apostle’s belief for his own Aoyifoua 
x.t.A. (van Hengel). According to Philippi, what is to be established is, 
that the dé&a is not already present, but only future, which, however, even, 
taking into account human impatience, was quite self-evident. For the 
nearness of the dééa (Reiche), just as before it was not expressly announced 
in the simple yéAAoveav, the sequel affords no proof, since the element of 
speediness is not expressed. — 7) droxapadoxia] The verb kapadoxeiv (Xen. Mem. 
iii. 5, 6, frequent in Euripides) strictly means : to expect with uplifted head, 
then to expect generally, to long for (Valck. ad Herod. vii. 168 ; Loesner, Obss. 
p- 256 f.); and xapadoxia means expectatio (Prov. x. 28 ; Aq. Ps. xxxviii. 7). 
The strengthened (Vigerus, ed. Herm. p. 582 ; Tittmann, Synon. p. 106 ff.) 
aroxapadoxeiv (Joseph. Bell. Jud. iii. 7. 26 ; Polyb. xvi. 2. 8, xviii. 31. 4, | 
xxii. 19. 3; Aq. Ps. xxxvi. 7; Alberti, Gloss. p. 106 ff.) and aroxapadoxia 
(only elsewhere in Phil. i. 20) is the waiting expectation (not anxious expec- 


1 Comp. Dem. 300 wit. ; Polyb. iv. 20. 2. haec enim spes nostra tantae est certitudinis, ut 

2The train of thought may therefore, conjirmetur totius naturae ad eundem finem 
expressed in Latin, be paraphrased some- _nostrum tendentis expectatione suspiriisque. ” 
what thus: ‘Sry péAdoveay «.7.A. inguam, 
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tation, as Luther has it) that continues on the strain till the goal is attained. 
See especially Tittmann, /.c. ; Fritzsche in Fritzschior. Opuseul. p. 150 ff. 
Without warrant, Loesner, Krebs, Fischer, de vit. Lex. p. 128 f., and others, 
including Riickert, Reiche, and van Hengel, have refused to recognize the 
strengthening element of azé, already pointed out by Chrysostom and Theo- 
dore of Mopsuestia, although Paul himself gives prominence to it repeated- 
ly in amexdéy. (comp. vv. 23, 25; 1 Cor. i. 7; Gal. v. 5; Phil. iii. 20). — 
tHe Kticew| Genitive of the subject. The waiting of the xriove is with rhe- 
torical emphasis brought into prominence as something independent. See 
Winer, p. 221 [E. T. 236]. ‘H xriow means—(1) actus creationis ; so i. 20, 
corresponding to the classic usagé in the sense of establishment (Pind. Ol. 
13. 118 ; comp. 1 Pet. ii. 18), founding (Polyb., Plut., and others), plant- 
ing, etc. — (2) The thing created, and that (a) where the context supplies no 
limitation, quite generally like our creation, Mark x. 6, xiii. 19 ; 2 Pet. iii. 4 ; 
Judith xvi. 14 ; Wisd. ii. 6, al.; and (6) where the context does limit it, in 
a more or less special sense, as in Mark xvi. 15, Col. i. 23 (of that portion of 
the creation, which consists of mankind), Col. i.-15, Heb. iv. 18 (of every 
individual creature) ; comp. i. 25, viii. 89 ; also Kacy) xriow in 2 Cor. v. 17, 
Gal. vi. 15. Since, then, the absolute 7 «rioie must receive its limitation of 
sense simply from the connection, the question is, What does the text in 
our passage exclude from the meaning of ric xricewe ? ~There are plainly ex- 
cluded not only the angelic and demoniac kingdom (see ver. 20), but also 
Christians collectively, as is clear from vv. 19, 21, and 23, where the Chris- 
tians are different from the xricic, and even opposed to it, so that they cannot 
be regarded (according to the view of Frommann) as forming a partial con- 
ception, embraced also in the xriove.’ But is the non-Christian portion of hu- 
manity to be excluded also? If not, it must be meant either along with 
something else, or else alone. If the former, then Paul, seeing that irra- 
tional nature at any rate remains within the compass of the idea, would 
have included under one notion this nature and the Jewish and heathen 
worlds, which would be absurd. But if non-Christian humanity alone be 
meant, then—(1) we should not be able to see why Paul should have 
chosen the term «rio, and not have used the definite expression kéoyoc, 
which is formally employed for that idea elsewhere in his own writings and 
throughout the N. T. Besides, the absolute xrioug nowhere in the entire N. T. 
means non-Christian mankind (in Mark xvi. 15 and Col. i. 23, rdoy stands 
along with it); and, indeed, raca 4 xriow (Mark) and xaoa xrici¢ (Col.) 
mean nothing else than the whole creation and every creature, and in these 
cases it is purely the context that shows that created men are meant, while 
at the same time it is self-evident ex adjuncto (for the discourse concerns the 
preaching of the gospel to the xriovc) that Christians are not to be under- 
stood. (2) The hostile attitude of the then existing xéoyoc towards the 
Christian body would cause the assertion respecting it of a sympathetic and, 
as it were, prophetic yearning for the manifestation of the children of God 


1 Frommann unjustifiably appeals to 2 Cor. vii. 7. See, on the contrary, also Zahn, l.c. 
p. 516 f., and Engelhardt, p. 49. 
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to seem a curious paradox, which, moreover, as a truth, in the case of 
the Jews and Gentiles, would rest on quite a different foundation, namely, 
the expectation of the Jewish Messianic kingdom, and on the other hand, 
the yearning dream of a golden age. (3) Again, the expressions in ver. 
20 are of such a character, that they in no way make us presuppose in the 
writer such a conception of humanity subjected through sin to the Sdvaroc 
as Paul had, but allow us just to think of the xriow as having fallen a prey 
to the lot of mortality, not. by its own free action, but innocently, and 
by outward necessity ; the apostle would not have left the Sdvaroc unmen- 
tioned.’ (4) Further, the hope of attaining to the freedom of the glory 
of the children of God (ver. 21) was only left to the xéoyoc, in so far as it 
should be converted to Christ ; but ver. 21, in point of fact, merely asserts 
that on the entrance of that glory the «rice is to be glorified also, without 
touching, in regard to mankind, on the condition of conversion—which as- 
suredly Paul least of all would have omitted. (5) Finally, Paul expected 
that, previous to the entrance of the Parousia, the fulness of the Gentiles and 
all Israel would become christianized (xi. 25, 26), and had to shape his concep- 
tion, therefore, in such a way as to make humanity, taken asa whole, belong to 
the vioi¢ @cov when the manifestation of the kingdom should appear. And 
as to that, ver. 21 decidedly forbids the connecting of the notion of mankind 
with # xriow. — There remains, therefore, as the definition of the notion of 
#j ktéovg In accordance with the text : the collective non-rational creation, ani- 
mate and inanimate, the same which we term in popular usage ‘all nature” 
(comp. Wisd. v. 18, xvi. 24, xix. 6), from which we are accustomed to ex- 
clude intelligent beings. In view of the poetically prophetic colouring of 
the whole passage, the expressions of waiting, sighing, hoping, of bondage 
and redemption, excite the less surprise, since already in the O. T. instances 
of a similar prosopopoeia are very common (Deut. iv. 34 ; Ps. xix. 2, lxviii. 
1%, xevili. 8, evi. 11; Isa. ii. 1, xiv. 8, lv. 12; Ezek. xxxi. 15 ; Hab. ii. 
11 ; Bar, iii. 34 ; Job xii. 7-9, al.) ; and Chrysostom very aptly remarks : 
doTe dé éugavtixdrepov yevéodat Tov Adyov, Kal -mpoowrorotel TOV KéopuoVv aravTa TovTOV 
arep Kat ol mpogiras rovovow, Totamove KpoTovvTag xepolv eicdyovrec x.t.A. Comp. 
Oecumenius and Theophylact. The idea of the glorification of all nature 
cannot be accounted wnpauline, for the simple reason that it is clearly ex- 
pressed in our passage ; and because, moreover, as being connected with 
the history of the moral development of humanity according to Gen. iii. 
17 f., and necessarily belonging to the idea of the aroxaréoracie révtwv (Matt. 
xix. 28 ; Actsiii. 21 ; 2 Pet. iii. 10 ff.; Rev. xxi. 1), it may be least of all 
disclaimed in the case of Paul, since it emanates from the prophets of the Old 
Testament (Isa. xi. 6 ff.; Ezek. xxxvii.; Isa. lxv. 17, lxvi. 1; comp. Ps. 
cil. 27 ; and see Umbreit, p. 291 ff.), and has thence passed over into the 
Rabbinical system of doctrine.? The above interpretation, therefore, of the 


1An antinomy of two different concep- _—_ 367 ff., 824 ff.; Schoettgen, Hor. II. pp. 71, 76, 
tions as to the origin of death (Frommann, 117 ff.; Bertholdt, Christol. p. 214; Corrodi, 
1872, p. 58) is certainly not to be found in Chiliasm. I. p. 376 ff.; Ewald, ad Apocal. p. 
Paul’s writings. See on v. 12; 1 Cor. xv. 47 ff. 307 f.; Delitzsch, Hridut. z. 8. Hebr. Usbers. p. 

2 See Eisenmenger, entdeckt. Judenth.U.p. 87. 


~ 
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xtiowe has been rightly adopted—only that the intelligent creatures have not 
in all cases been expressly or exclusively separated from it (e.g. Theodoret 
includes also the dépara, angels, archangels, etc., as Origen previously, and 
Erasmus and others subsequently, have also done)—by the majority of ex- 
positors, following most of the Fathers (in the first instance Irenaeus, Haer. 
v. 82. 1), by Luther, Erasmus, Beza, Melanchthon, Calvin, Cornelius a 
Lapide, Balduin, Estius, Grotius, Cocceius, Calovius, Calixtus, Seb. Schmid, 
Wolf, Bengel, and others, including Flatt, Tholuck, Klee, Usteri (in Stud. 
u. Krit. 1832, p. 835 ff., and Lehrbegr. ed. 4 and 5, pp. 378, 399 ff.), 
Riickert, Benecke, Schneckenburger, Reiche, Gléckler, de Wette, Neander, 
Nielsen, Reithmayr, Maier, Philippi, Ewald, Umbreit, Bisping, Lechler, 
apostol. Zeitalt. p. 148, Delitzsch, Ruprecht in the Stud. wu. Krit. 1851, p. 
214 ff., Zahn, Mangold, Hofmann, and Engelhardt ; comp. also M. Schenkel 
and Graf. Among these, however, are several who, like Luther, Beza, 
and also Fritzsche, wish to understand it too narrowly, merely of the inani- 
mate creation,—a limitation not given in the text, and moreover antipro- 
phetic (Tertullian, ad Hermog. 10); while, on the other hand, Kéllner, with 
whom Olshausen agrees, takes it too widely of all created things generally. 
See, against this, the textual limitation explained above. If, however, in 
accordance with the above, the removal of intelligent beings from the com- 
pass of the xriove must be regarded as decided, the decision is fatal to the 
view of others, who, following the example of Augustine, explain 7 xriovw as 
mankind ; and that either in the quite comprehensive sense of mankind col- 
lectively (in the state of nature), as, following older expositors especially 
scholastic and Roman Catholic, Déderlein, Gabler, .Ammon, Keil (Opuse. 
p. 207), Grimm (de vi vocabuli xric., Lips. 1812), Schulthess (evangel. Belehr. 
ab. d. Erneuer, d. Nat., Zurich 1833), Geisler (in the Annal. d. ges. Theol. 
1835, Jan. p. 51 ff.), Schrader, Krehl, van Hengel, Frommann, and others 
do ; or, with exclusion of the Christians, in the sense of mankind still uncon- 
verted,‘ as Augustine himself suggested,* by which again, however, many 
understood specially the unconverted Gentiles (Locke, Lightfoot, Knatch- 
bull, Hammond, Semler, and Nachtigall), and various others the unconverted 


adhuc credituri, qui etiam spiritu subjace- 
bant laboriosis erroribus. Sed ne quis puta- 


1So0 Wetstein, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ja- 
tho, and Koster ; formerly (in eds. 1, 2, 3) 


also Usteri, following Schleiermacher. 

2 His entire exposition (see Hapos. guar. 
propos. ex ep. ad. Rom. 58) runs thus :—“‘ Sic 
intelligendum est, ut neque sensum dolendi 
et gemendi opinemur esse in arboribus et 
oleribus et lapidibus et ceteris hujuscemodi 
creaturis (hic enim error Manichaeorum 
est) ; neque angelos sanctos vanitati sub- 
jectos esse arbitremur: sed omnem creatu- 
ram in ipso homine sine ulla calumnia cogi- 
temus. ... Omnis autem est etiam in hom- 
ine, et spiritualis et animalis et corporalis, 
quia homo constat spiritu et anima et cor- 
pore. Ergo creaturarevelationem filiorum 
Dei exspectat, quicquid nunc in homine la- 
borat et corruptioni subjacet. Erant enim 


ret, de ipsorum labore tantum dictum esse, 
adjungit etiam de iis, qui jam crediderant. 
Quamquam enim spiritu, i.e. mente, jam 
servirent legi Dei: tamen, quia carne servi- 
tur legi peccati, quamdiu molestias et sollic- 
itationes mortalitatis nostrae patimur, ideo 
addit dicens : Von solum, etc. (ver. 23). Non 
solum ergo ipsa, guae tantummodo creatura 
dicitur in hominibus, qui nondum credide- 
runt, et ideo nondum in filiorum Dei numerum 
constituti, congemiscit ac dolet: sed etiam 
nosmet ipsi, gui credimus et primitias Sp. ha- 
bemus, quia jam spiritu adhaeremus Deo 
per fidem, e¢ ideo non jam creatura, sed filii 
Dei appellamur,”’ etc. 
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Jews (Cramer, Béhme, and Gersdorf). Others have even explained it of 
Christians collectively, as the new creature (Vorstius, Deyling, Nésselt, Soci- 
nians and Arminians), And just as little can xrioue be equivalent to wy4 
(Mircker) or to odpé, and be supposed to designate the creaturely element in 
the regenerate (Weissbach in the Séchs. Stud. I. p. 76 ff., and Zyro in the 
Stud. uw. Krit. 1845, 2, 1851, p. 645 ff.). Compare also, regarding the vari- 
ous expositions, M. Schenkel, p. 9 ff.; and against the view which takes it 
of mankind, Engelhardt, J.c.— tv aroxd2. t. vidv tr. Ocov] The event, the 
blissful catastrophe, whereby the sons of God become manifest as such (in 
their dda). How exalted the dignity in which they here appear above the 
krioic | Bengel : ‘‘ad creaturam ex peccato redundarunt incommoda ; ad 
creaturam ex gloria filiorum Dei redundabit recreatio.” The xriovc, in virtue 
of its physical connection with that aroxéAvyuc, shall be a partaker in the 
blissful manifestation. 

Vv. 20, 21. Ground of this longing. — 19 paraér.| Prefixed with em- 
phasis : vanitati, to nothingness. The substantive (Pollux, vi. 134) is no 
longer found in Greek authors, but frequently in the LXX. (as in Ps. xxxix. 
6). See Schleusner, Vhes. III. p. 501. It indicates here the empty (?.e. as 
having lost its primitive purport, which it had by creation) quality of being, 
to which the xréove was changed from its original perfection. — irerdyy] was 
subjected, was made subject to, as to a ruling power formerly unknown to it. 
This historical fact (aorist) took place in consequence of the fall, Gen. iii. 
17.1. The reference to an original waraiéryc, introduced even by the act of 
creation (Theodoret, Grotius, Krehl, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, and 
Késter), is historically inappropriate (Gen. i. 31), and contrary to ovy 
éxovoa, GAG K.T.2., Which supposes a previous ‘state not subject to the par. 
Further, since the irordéac is subsequently mentioned, the interpretation se 
subjecit (Fritzsche) is thereby excluded. — oby ékxovoa, dada did tT. brords] 
This must occasion their expectation all the more ; for their subjection is at 
variance with their original state and the eee of immunity founded 
thereon, and it took place ‘‘ invita et repugnante natura” (Calvin, namely, 
through the guilt of human sin), on account of the subjector (d:4 with the accusa- 
tive, comp. on John vi. 57), that is, because the counsel and will of the sub- 
jecting God (the contrast to one’s own non-willingness) had to be thus 
satisfied.? The idea of another than God in rdv irordg. (Knatchbull and 
Capellus : Adam; Chrysostom, Schneckenburger, Bisping, and Zahn : 
man ; Hammond and.others, quoted by Wolf: the devil) is forbidden by 
the very absence of a defining statement, so that the subject is assumed as 
well known. According to Gen. iii. 17, it was indeed man through whose ~ 
aa the subjection ensued ; but God was the subjector (6 trordfac). — én’ 


1Comp. Beresh. rabd. f.2, 3: ‘*Quamyvis the connection and ediiettuction proceed 


creatae fuerint res perfectae, cum primus 
homo peccaret, corruptae tamen sunt, et 
ultra non redibunt ad congruum statum 


- suum, donec veniat Pherez, h. e. Messias.”’ 


See also Zahn, p. 532. 
2The marks of parenthesis before ovx 
and after tor. are to be expunged, since 


without a break. This applies also against 
Frommann, who assigns to this parenthe- 
sis merely the object of explaining the pas- 


sive drerayn, Ewald puts ina parenthesis 


the entire verse, thus making én’ éAmid: con- 
nect itself with amexdéxerar. But for this 
there appears likewise no reason. 
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éAmids bre K.T.A.] on hope (iv. 18) that, etc., may be joined either with éordé. 
(Origen, Vulgate, Luther, Castalio, Calvin, Piscator, Estius, and others, in- 
cluding Ch. Schmidt and Olshausen) or with irerdyn. The latter conjunc- 
tion brings out more forcibly the ém’ éArid: ; for this contains a new element 
by way of motive for the expectation of nature. éi, spe proposita, indicates 
the condition which was conceded in the irerayy, as it were, the equivalent 
provisionally given for it, Acts ii. 24.161] that, object of the hope (Phil. 
i. 20 ; not nam, as it is taken by most expositors, who join én’ éArids with 
brotaé ; among others by Schneckenburger, Breitrdg. p. 122, who assigns 
as his reason, that otherwise the airy 7 xriowe could not be repeated. But 
that repetition is necessitated by the emphasis of the similarity of the rela- 
tion, which avr7 7 Kriowg has over-against the children of God, for which 
reason Paul did not write 67: kai éAevdepwdhoera: (in Opposition to Hofmann’s 
- objection). Besides, the purport of the éAric had necessarily to be stated, in 
order to give the ground of the expectation of the kriou as directed precisely 
to the manifestation of the sons of God. 'The indefinite éx’ éAridc would sup- 
ply a motive for its expectation of deliverance in general, but not for its 
expectation of the glory of the children of God. This applies also against 
Hofmann, who refers érc «.7.2., a8 statement of the reason, to the whole preced- 
ing sentence, whereby, besides, the awkward idea is suggested, that the sub- 
jection took place on account of the deliverance to be accomplished in the 
future ; it had, in fact, an entirely different historical ground, well known 
from history, and already suggested by the dvd rév trordé., namely, the im- 
plication of the xriove in the entrance of sin among mankind. — xa? air? 4 
ktiowc| et ipsa creatura, that is, the creature also on its part, not merely the 
children of God. There is simply expressed the similarity ; not a climaa 
(even), of which the context affords no hint. — ric gfopac] Genitive of appo- 
sition : from the bondage that consists in corruption. See ver. 23. Incor- 
rectly paraphrased by Kéllner : ‘‘from the corruptible, miserable bondage.” 
At variance with this is ver. 20, according to which r. ¢@. cannot be made an 
adjective ; as is also the sequel, in which ry éAevb. corresponds to ric 
Sovaeiac, and ric ddEne m% Téxv. T. Ocod to the ric dVopac. The g3opd (antith- 
esis = agVapoia, ii. 7; 1 Cor. xiv. 42-50) is the destruction, that develops 
itself out of the paraiéryc, the KkardaAvore opposed frequently in Plato and 
others to the yéveowe (Phaed. P. 95 E; Phil. p. 55 A; Lucian, A. 19). 
Comp. on Gal. vi. 8. It is not the @¥opa in the first instance that makes the 
state of the xriov a state of bondage, as Hofmann apprehends the genitive ; 
put the existing bondage is essentially such, that what is subjected to it is 
liable to the fate of corruption. —ei¢ r. éAevd.] is the state, to which the 
xriowe shall attain by its emancipation. An instance of a genuine Greek 
pregnant construction. See Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 322; Winer, p. 577 
[E. T. 621]. — rae déene tr. t. tr. O.] Likewise genitive of apposition : into 
the freedom which shall consist in the glory of the children of God, i.e. in a 
glory similar thereto (by participation in it); not, as Hofmann thinks : 
which the glory of the children of God shall have brought with it. If with 


1 Xen, Mem. ii. 1, 18, and Kiihner in loc.; Ast, Lex Plat. I. p. 767; Bernhardy, p. 250. 
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Luther and many others, including Béhme and Kdllner, re déEn¢ be treated 
as an adjective : ‘‘to the glorious freedom,” we should then have quite as 
arbitrary a departure from the verbal order, in accordance with which rér 
réxv. belongs most naturally to ric dd&., as from the analogy of the preceding 
the dova. the o8opac. The accumulation of genitives, 7. dégy¢ x.7.A., has a 
certain solemnity ; comp. ii. 5 ; 2 Cor. iv. 4; Eph. iv. 13, al. — Observe, 
further, how Paul has conceived the catastrophe, of which he is speaking, 
not as the destruction of the world and a new creation, but, in harmony 
with the prophetic announcements, especially those of Isaiah (Isa. xxxyv., 
Ixv. 17, Ixvi. 22),!.as a transformation into a more perfect state. The 
passing away of the world is the passing away of its form (1 Cor. vii. 31), 
by which this transformation is conditioned, and in which, according to 2 
Pet. iii. 10, fire will be the agent employed. And the hope, the tenor of 
which is specified by é7 x.7.2., might, in connection with the living personi- 
fication, be ascribed to all nature, as if it were conscious thereof, since the 
latter is destined to become the scene and surrounding of the glorified chil- 
dren of God. But that éaric does not pertain to mankind, whose presenti- 
ment of immortality, by means of its darkened original consciousness of 
God (Frommann), does not correspond to the idea of éAric ; comp., on the 
contrary, Eph. ii. 12 ; 1 Thess. iv. 18. If, on the other hand, the Gentile 
hope, cherished amidst the misery of the times, as to a better state of 
things (according to poets: the golden age of the Saturnia regna), were 
meant as an image of the Christian hope (Késter), then Paul would have 
conceived the édevdepwdjoerae as conditioned by the future conversion of the 
Gentiles. But thus the é4ric would amount to this, that the Gentiles 
should become themselves children of God, which is inconsistent with ver. 19. 
There, and likewise in ver. 21, the sons of God are the third element, for 
whose transfiguration the «riove waits, and from whose glorification it hopes, 
in ver. 21, that the latter shall benefit é¢ also—the «rioup—through participa- 
tion therein ; and be to it also deliverance and freedom from its hitherto 
enduring bondage. This is applicable only to the wadcyyevecia (see on Matt. 
xix. 28) at the Parousia. 

Ver. 22. Proof, not of the aroxapadoxia ti¢ xticewg (Philippi), which is 
much too distant, and whose goal remains quite unnoticed here ; nor yet of 
the dovieia tic ¢8opac (Zahn), which was not the point of the foregoing 
thought at all; but of what was announced by én’ éAmids, bre Kk. a. 4 KT. 
Hevdepwdhoera «.t.4. For if that hope of glorious deliverance had not been 
left to it, aJJ nature would not have united its groaning and travailing wnt 
now. This phenomenon, so wniversal and so unbroken, cannot be conduct 
without an aim ; on the contrary, it presupposes as the motive of the pain- 
ful travail that very hope, towards whose final fulfilment it is directed.’ 


1Comp. Zahn, p. 537; Schultz, alttest. back as probative to the thought ry yap 
Theol. Il. p. 227. paraétnte x.7.A. in ver. 20; and gives as the 
2 Consequently the element of proof does sense of the argument: “The Christian 
not lie in oidamev, but in the sr macax.r.A., would not speak of a subjection of the creature 
introduced as wellknown. Thisinopposi- wnder vanity, if he looked upon its present ex 
tion to Hofmann, who refers otdapev yap x.7.A. istence as one satisfied in itselfand this world 
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The oidavev (comp. ii. 2, iii. 19, vii. 14) is sufficiently explained as an appeal 
to the Christian consciousness, in which the view of nature stands in con- 
nection with the curse of sin.’ The perfectly superfluous assumption, that 
the apostle had a book before him containing a similar deduction (Ewald), 
is suggested by nothing in the text. — In ovorevd{er and ovvwoiver the ovy is not 
a mere strengthening particle (Loesner, Michaelis, Semler, Ernesti, and K6ll- 
ner), but, on the contrary (comp. Beza), finds its natural reference in raca, and 
denotes ‘‘gemitum et dolorem communem inter se partiwm creaturae,” Es- 
tius.? Calvin, Pareus, Koppe, Ewald, and Umbreit, following Oecumenius, 
have indeed referred ovv to the groaning being in common with that of the 
children of God ; but against this view ver. 23 is decisive, and the refer- 
ence to men generally, with whom the xriove sighs (Fritzsche), is foreign to 
the context. Fritzsche, without due reason, asserts the want of linguistic 
usage in favour of our view. For it is unquestionable that, in accordance 
with the usage of analogous verbs, ovorevdfecy may denote the common sigh- 
ing of the elements comprised in the collective raoa 7 xrioue among them- 
selves * (comp. Eph. iv. 16 : ray 7d céua ovvappoaoyotuevov, comp. i. 21 ; Plat. 
Legg. iii. p..686 B : éet yevouévn ye 4 Tére didvora kai ovupwvioaca eic Ev, Dem. 
516. 7: ovvopyobeicg 6 djuoc, 775. 18: ovvtapdrretae mac 6 THE TéAEwWE KdopOC). 
That concrete examples of that nature cannot be quoted, is not decisive 
against it, since ovorevdfecv (Eur. Jon. 935, comp. ovorévew, Arist. Hth. ix. 
11) and also ovvediverw (Eur. Hel. 727 ; Porphyr. de abst. iii. 10) are only 
extant in a very few passages. Comp. generally Winer, de verb. compos. II. 
p- 21 f. Just the same with ovvaiyeiv, Plat. Rep. p. 462 D, and ovadaureioda 
p. 462 E. — ovvediver| Not an allusion to the Wwnn ban (Reiche), because 
the dolores Messiae (see on Matt. ii. 3) are peculiar sufferings, that shall 
immediately precede the appearance of the Messiah, whilst the travail of 
nature has continued since as early as Gen. iii. 17 (ver. 20). But the figure 
is the same in both cases—that of the pains of labour. All nature groans 
and suffers anguish, as if in travail, over-against the moment of its deliver- 
ance. The conception of the ddivew is based on the fact that the painful 
struggling of the xriov is directed towards the longed-for change, with the 
setting in of which the suffering has accomplished its end and ceases. 
Comp. John xvi. 21. — dypx tod viv] that is, up to the present moment ; so 
incessantly has the sighing continued. Formerly Frommann imported the » 
thought : until now, when the revelation of the true goal in Christ has taken 
place ; see, against this, Zahn, p. 524 f. However, Frommann has now 
corrected his view. Hofmann erroneously takesit as : now still, in contrast 
to the future change. Comp. rather Phil. i. 5. The point of beginning of 


as the best world.”” But it could not at all be 
an object to prove that relation of pararérns 
(who can be supposed to have doubted it ?); 
but it was an object to prove the én’ éAmiéc 
ért x.7.A.; this is the punctum saliens, which 
is then further brought out in ver. 23 ff. 
1This consciousness is the necessary 
premiss of the Christian idea of the Palin- 
genesia of the universe at the end of history, 


Matt. xix. 28. Hence Frommann is in error 
in discovering in the above oiéanev the over- 
throw of our explanation of «riccs. 

2So already Theodore of Mopsuestia: 
BovAerar Sé eimety, OT. TU MPVs emdeixvuTaL 
TOUTO WAaGa KTiCts. : 

’ Comp, also Nigelsbach, z. Jlias, p. 193, 
ed. 3. 
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the sighing and travailing is that ireréyn in ver. 20. Comp. also gw rov viv 
in Matt. xxiv. 21. Now still would be érz viv, 1 Cor. iii. 2. 

Ver. 23. Climax of the foregoing proof that the én’ éAmid:, bre x.r.4. of the 
xriow, ver. 21, is well founded. ‘‘ Otherwise, indeed, we Christians also 
would not join in that sighing.” — ob pdvov dé] scil. maca 4 Ktiow orevdter. — 
What follows must be read : aA444 cat aitol, THY AnapyHy Tov TveErt- 
matog Evovtec, kal avTtol év éavtoirc orevdloper. See the critical 
remarks. But we also on our part, though we possess the jirst-fruits of the Spirit, 
sigh likewise in ourselves. — tiv arapy. tT. tvebu.] t. rv. is the partitive geni- 
tive, as is involved in the very meaning of arapyf. Comp. xvi. 5 ; 1 Cor. 
xv. 20, xvi. 15 ; Jas. i. 18 ; and all the passages of the LXX. and Apocr., 
where az. stands with the genitive of the thing, in Biel and Schleusner.’ 
By the possessors, however, of the arapy7 Tov rvebpatoc, are not exclusively 
meant the apostles, who at Pentecost had received the first outpouring of 
the Spirit, and among whom Paul includes himself on account of his mirac- 
ulous conversion (Origen, Oecumenius, Melanchthon, Grotius, and others). 
He means rather the Christians of that age generally, since in fact they—in 
contrast to the far greater mass of mankind still unconverted, for whom, 
according to Joel iii..1, the receiving of the Spirit was still a thing of the 
future (xi. 25 ff.)—were in possession of that, which jirst had resulted from 
the communication of the Spirit, and which therefore stood related to the 
collective bestowal as the daybreak. So, on the whole, Erasmus, Wetstein, 
Morus, Reiche, Kéllner, de Wette, Olshausen, Késter, and Frommann.’* 
Paul does not say simply rd rvevua éxovrec, but, in the lofty feeling of the 
privilege,» which he discovered in the earlier calling and sanctification of 
the then Christians : rv arapy. tT. rv. Ey. 3 ‘even we, though favoured so 
pre-eminently that we possess the jirst-fruit gift of the Spirit, cannot ‘re- 
frain from sighing likewise.” This we remark in opposition to the oft- 
repeated objection, that it was not an element of importance whether they 
had received the rveiua at the first or a few years later ; and also in oppo- 
sition to the quite as irrelevant objection of Hofmann, that the conception 
of a measure of the Spirit to be given forth by degrees is nowhere indicated. 
This conception has no place here, and the Spirit is one and the same ; 
but if, in the first instance, only a comparatively sniall portion of mankind 
has received it, and its possession in the case of the remaining collective 
body is still in abeyance, this serves to constitute the idea of an arapyq in 
relation to the whole body. Nevertheless, the sense : best gift of the Spirit 
(Ch. Schmidt, Rosenmiiller), is not conveyed by +. arapyfv, because that 
must have been suggested by the context, and also because Paul could not 
have regarded the later communication of the Spirit as less valuable. 
Further, the sense of a merely provisional reception of the Spirit, taking 


1Comp. Herod. i. 92; Plat. Legg. vii. p. 2 See also Miillerin the Luther. Zeitschr. 
806 D ; Dem. 164. 21; Thue. iii. 58. 3; Soph. 1871, p. 618. 
Trach. %58; Eur. Or. 96; Phoen. 864; Ion. 8 This is certainly no ‘ side-glance at other 


402; also amapxn tis codpias, Plat. Prot. p. Christians’? (as Philippi objects), which 
343 A; and amrapxai amd drdogodias, Plut. would be both a far-fetched and a disturb- 
Mor. p. 172 C. ing element. 
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it as it were, on account, in contrast to the future full effusion in the king: 
dom of heaven (Chrysostom and other Fathers, in Suicer, hes. I. p. 423 ; 
Calvin, Beza, Pareus, Estius, Calovius, Semler, Flatt, Tholuck, Philippi, 
and Bisping ; comp. also Pileidares), 3 is not contained in az. r. rv., because 
Paul, had he wished to speak here of a preliminary reception in contrast to 
the future plenitude, must necessarily, in accordance with the connection, 
have so spoken of that of the viodecia or déga, not of the Spirit, and because 
a full effusion of the Spirit at the Parousia is nowhere taught in the N. T. 
The Spirit already received, not a new and more perfect reception of it in 
the future aidy, by its quickening activity leads to and conditions the eternal 
Cw#, In which God is then all in all (1 Cor. xv. 28). Others, again, make 
T, my. an epexegetical genitive of apposition ; the Spirit as first-fruits, namely, — 
of the state of glory. So Bengel, Keil, Opuse., Winer, p. 495 [E. T. 531], 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Reithmayr, Riickert, Maier, Hofmann, Zahn, and En- 
gelhardt ; comp. also Flatt. But however Pauline the idea may be (2 Cor. 
i, 22, v. 3; Eph. i. 14 ; comp. Rom. ii. 5), it would, when thus expressed, 
be liable to be misunderstood, since the readers were accustomed to find in 
the genitive with adrapyf nothing else than that, of which the latter is a 
portion ; and how intelligibly Paul might have expressed himself, either in 
accordance with 2 Cor. l.c. and Eph. l.c. by rdv appaBova, or by r. ar. (seil. 
tic vioSea.) év TH mveip. | This applies, at the same time, against Fritzsche, 
who takes rov rvebu. as genitive of the subject, and the jirst gifts of the Spirit 
as in contrast to the owrypia which the Spirit will give to us in the aidv péAdov. 
Against this it may also be urged that the Holy Ghost is not described in 
the N. T. as the Giver of eternal life (not even in such passages as 2 Cor. i. 
22, v. 5; Eph. i. 14, iv. 80; Gal. vi. 8). It is God who, in like manner as 
He calls and justifies, confers also the eternal dééa (ver. 30). The Spirit 
operates to eternal life by His government (ver. 2), and is the ground (ver. 
11) and pledge (appaBov) of that life ; but He does not give it. — xai abroi] 
Repeated and placed along with év éavroic with earnest emphasis : et ipsi in 
nobis ipsis. The latter is not equivalent to év aAApdouw (Schulthess and 
Fritzsche), but denotes, in harmony with the nature of the deep, painful 
emotion, the inward sighing of the still longing of believers ; which suffers, 
is aon and hopes, but never complains, being assured of the goal that 
shall be finally reached. Hofmann incorrectly would join x. aitoi év éavroic 
with éyovrec. But this would leave the «a/, which, according to the common 
_connection with ovevdg., has its appropriate correlative in the sighing of the 
kriowc, Without a reference. For, when Hofmann sets it down as the object 
of the xai to emphasize personal possession on the part of the Christians in 
contrast to the future participation of the xriow, there is thus forced on this 
cai the meaning of already; and this all the more arbitrarily, since «ai 
avroi just precedes it in the quite common sense of et ipsi,? and its emphatic 


? Hence also the expression used by Lu- _ brought out, however, in the Larger Cate. 
ther, in the explanation of the third article- chism. 
in the Smaller Catechism, does not accord ? Baeumlein, Partik. p. 151; Breitenbach, 
with the New Testament mode of expres- ad Xen. Hell. iii. 1. 10. 
sion. The sense in which he meant it is 
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repetition is very appropriate to the lively emotion of the discourse. — 
viodes. amexdex.| whilst we wait for the adoption of children. It is true, 
believers have already this blessing (ver. 15), but only as inward Pelton 
and as divine right, with which, however, the objective and real state does 
not yet correspond. Thus, looked at from the standpoint of complete real- 
ization, they are only to recewe viodeciav at the Parousia, whereupon the 
aroxdAuyuc Tov vidv T. Ocov and their déZa ensues. Comp. also Matt. v. 9, 45 ; 
Luke vi. 15. In like manner the dccacootvy is a present possession, and also 
one to be entered on hereafter. Comp. on v. 19; and see on Gal. v. 5 ; 
Col. iii. 3f. Lutherincorrectly joins viodeo. with orevdt., which, with an ac- 
cusative, means to bemoan or bewail something.'!— rpy aroa. rt. oom. Hu.| ep- 
exegesis : (namely) the redemption of our body from all the defects of its 
earthly condition ; through which redemption it shall be glorified into the 
oGua &pSaprov similar to the glorified body of Christ (Phil. iii. 21 ; 2 Cor. v. 
2 ff. ; 1 Cor. xv. 51), or shall be raised up as such, in case of our not sur- 
viving till the Parousia (1 Cor. xv. 42 ff.). So, in substance (Tov ou. as 
gen. subj.), Chrysostom and other Fathers (in Suicer, Thes. I. p- 463), Beza, 
Grotius, Estius, Cornelius 4 Lapide, and most modern expositors. On the 
other hand, Erasmus, Clericus, and others, including Reiche, Fritzsche, 
Krehl, and Ewald, take it as : redemption from the body. This i is linguis- 
Scailiy admissible (Heb. ix. 15); we should thus have to refer it, not to 
death, but to deliverance from this earthly body through the reception of the 
wmmortal and glorious body at the Parousia, 1 Cor. xv. 51. But in that 
case Paul must have added to roi céuar. juav a qualitative more precise 
definition, as in Phil. iii, 21. 


Remark.—I£ we adopt the common reading (dAAd Kat abrod Thy dm. T. Tv. 
Exovtec, kal nuei¢ abrol k.t.A.), Which Ewald and Umbreit follow, while Riickert, 
Philippi, Tholuck, and Hofmann declare themselves in favour of ours (see the 
crit. remarks), aitol . . . éyovrec is understood, either as meaning the Chris- 
tians of that age generally, and xa? jyeic avtot the apostles (Kéllner, following 
Melanchthon, Wolf, and many others), or Paul alone (Koppe, Reiche, Umbreit, 
and many others); or, the former is referred to beginners in Christianity, and 
the latter to those who have been Christians for a longer time (Gléckler) ; or, 
both (the latter per analepsin) are referred to the apostles (Grotius), or to the 
Christians (Luther, Beza, Calvin, Klee, Maier, K6éster, and Frommann). The 
interpretation referring it tothe Christians is the only right one; so that 
juetc brings into more definite prominence the repeated subject. The éyovrrec, 
without the article, is fatal to every reference to subjects of two sorts. 


Ver. 24. TH yap én. é069.] Ground of the vioveciay arexd., so far as the 
viodecia is still object of expectation; for in hope we were made partakers of 
salvation. The dative, ‘‘ non medii, sed modi” (Bengel), denotes that to which 
the éc6%. is to be conceived as confined (Winer, p. 202) [E. T. 215], and rq 
édr. is prefixed with the emphasis of the contrast of reality ; for ‘sic libe- 
rati sumus ut adhuc speranda sit haereditas, postea possidenda, et ut ita 


? Soph. Ant. 873; Oed. C. 1668; Dem. 690. 18; Eur. Suppl. 104; and often elsewhere. 
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dicam, nunc habemus jus ad rem, nondum in re,” Melanchthon. Comp. 
Tit. iii. 7; Col. iii. 3f. Following Chrysostom, others (recently Riickert, 
K6llner, and de Wette) take the dative in an instrumental sense : by hope— 
thus assuming that Paul characterizes faith, the proper medium of salvation, 
as hope. Incorrectly, because in general Paul specifically distinguishes faith 
and hope (1 Cor. xiii. 13), while he always bases salvation only on faith, 

from which hope thereupon proceeds (comp. Col. i. 27) ; and here espe- 
cially, as is shown by what follows, he brings into prominence the definite 
conception of hope, which as déga pedAdvtwov (Plat. Legg. I. p. 644 C) rests in 
the rpocdoxia ayadon (Plat. Def. p. 416 A). Hofmann also takes rg éA7. in 
the sense of the means, but so that it shall signify the benefit hoped for, the 
object of the waiting, which God has offered to us in the word, by which we 
were converted to faith (Col. i. 5). Thus, however, the thought that we 

‘have been saved by hope (instead of by faith, Eph. ii. 8) is set aside only by 
the insertion of parenthetical clauses. And in Col. i. 5, the blessing hoped 
for, heard of through preaching, is set forth as the ground, not of conver- 
sion or salvation, but of love.—éArmic di x.7.2. . . . amexdex.] is a deduction 
from rq éAr. éo9., closing the first ground of encouragement, and meaning 
substantially : ‘‘ the nature of hope, however, involves our patiently waiting 
Sor.” — Brexouévn| But a hope (dé petaBatixév) that is seen, 1.e. whose object 
lies before the eyes (comp. on the objective éaric, Col. i. 53; 1 Tim. 1. 1; 
Heb. vi. 18; Thue. iii. 57. 4 ; Lucian, Pisce. 3; Aeschin. ad Ctesiph. 100). 
Comp. 2 Cor. iv. 18. — ri cai éarifer;| Why doth he still hope for it? By xai 
is indicated the—in the supposed case groundless—accession of hope to 
sight (1 Cor. xv. 29). Comp. generally, on this strengthening use of the 
kai, etiam, in lively interrogation, Klotz, ad Devar. p. 633 f., and on 1 Cor. 
l.c. Bengel aptly remarks : ‘‘ cwm visione non est spe opus.” 

Ver. 25. Av’ iqou.] With patience, perseveringly. Heb. xii. 1 ; Kiihner, II. 
1, p. 418.—The indicative arexdex., which is not, with Estius, Koppe, 
K@6llner, and others, to be taken as exspectare debemus, does not announce 
the virtuous operation (Grotius), but simply the sitwation, which the circum- 
stance that we hope without seeing involves. The ethical position assigned 
to us is, that we patiently wait for the object of our hope. 

Ver. 26. The second ground of encouragement (see on vv. 18-81), con- 
nected with the immediately foregoing by décabruc.?— rd rveiua] The objec- 
tive Holy Spirit. See vv. 16, 23, and what follows, where the activity of the 
mvevua is described as something distinct from the subjective consciousness. 
K6llner incorrectly takes it (comp. Reiche) as : the Christian life-element ; 
and van Hengel : ‘‘ fiduciae sensus a. Sp. s. profectus.” —ovvayria.] The 


1 See even Melanchthon, who rightly ob- 
serves: “‘Differunt autem fides et spes. 
quia fides in praesentia accipit remissionem 
peccatorum .. . sed spes est exspectatio 
futurae liberationis.” Faith precedes the 
latter. 

2 The progress of thought is simple: “If 
we hope for what we see not, then the mat- 
ter stands with us, (1) on ¢he footing, that 


we with patience wait ; but likewise (2) on 
the footing, that the Spirit helps us.” The 
aoavtws, pariter ac, itidem (see generally 
Kiihner, II. 1, p. 564), introduces a symmet- 
rical corresponding relation, which is added 
on the divine side to our waiting. Comp. 
Mark xiv. 31; 1 Tim. v. 25; Tit. ii. 6; Plat. 
Symp. p. 186 E, al.; 2 Macc, xv. 39; 8 Mace 
Vi. 33. 
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ovyv must ecihtisg be neglected (as by many older expositors, also Olshausen), 

nor regarded as a mere strengthening adjunct (Riickert and Reiche). Beza 
gives the right explanation : ad 1s laborantes refertur.” He joins His ac-| 
tivity with our weakness, helps it. See Luke x. 40; Ex. xviii. 22; Ps. 

Ixxxvill. 22. —79 dodeveig judv] Not specially weakness in prayer (Ambrosi- 
aster and Bengel), for in what follows there is specified only the particular 
mode of the help, which the Spirit renders to us in our infirmity. It is there- 
fore to be left general : with our weakness, —so far, namely, as in that wait- 
ing for final redemption adequate power of our own for iropovs fails us. — 
70 yap ti mpooevg. x.T.A.] Reason assigned, by specifying how the Spirit, ete. ; 
im prayer, namely, He intercedes for us. —On 1d, see Winer, p. 103 [E. T. 

109]. It denotes what of praying comes into question in such a position. 

Comp. Kriiger, Xen. Anab. iv. 4. 17. — ti mpooevé. cad dei] what we ought to 
pray for according as it is necessary, in proportion (comp. 2 Cor. viii. 12; 1 
Pet. iv. 18) tothe need. The latter is the subsequently determining clement ; 
it is not absolutely and altogether unknown to us what we ought to ask, but 
only what it is necessary to ask according to the given circumstances. Usually 
ado dei is taken in reference to the form of asking, like ré¢ in Matt. x. 19 ; 
but thus the distinctive reference of the meaning of xadd, prout (comp. Plat. 

Soph. p. 267 D; Baruch i. C) isneglected. Chrysostom rightly illustrates 
the matter by the apostle’s own example, who irép rot oxddorog Tov dedopuévov 
avt@ év TH oapxi (2 Cor. xii.) had prayed for what was not granted him. 

According to Hofmann, xa) det connects itself with otk oidauev, so that the 
thought would be : ‘‘ «we do not so understand as it would be necessary.” But 
how much too feeble in this connection would be the assertion of a merely 

insufficeent knowledge ! — irepevruyyaver] i.e. évtvyydver irip jpav, He applies 
Himself for our benefit (counterpart of xi. 2), namely r¢ Oe¢, which ad- 
dition is read by Origen. The double compound is not elsewhere preserv- 

ed, except in the Fathers, but it is formed after the analogy of ireparoxpivo- 
pat, breparodoyéoua, and many other words. The superlative rendering of 
it (Luther : ‘‘ He intercedes for us the best”) is improbable, since évtvy yaver 
does not already express the notion of that which is much (v. 20) or trium- 
phant (viii. 37 ; Phil. ii. 9), or the like, which would admit of enhance- 
ment. — or anegas anargrorc] t.¢e. thereby that He makes unutterable sighs, sighs 
whose meaning words are powerless to convey. The idea therefore is, that 
the Holy Spirit sighs unutterably in our hearts (ver. 27), and thereby inter- 
cedes for us with God, to whom, as heart-searcher, the desire of the Spirit 
sighing i in the heart is known. It was an erroneous view, whereby, follow- 
ing Augustine, 7r. VI. on John ii., most expositors, who took 70 rv. rightly 
as the Holy Spirit, held the orevayy. 44a. to be unutterable sighs which the 
man, incited by the Spirit,’ heaves forth. The Spirit Himself (comp. also 


1 According to Philippi: “the sanctified 
human spirit,” whose sighing is traced back 
to its ultimate origin, the Spirit of God 
Himself. In the cordial marriage of the 
Spirit of God with that of man, there takes 
place, as it were (?), an incarnation of the 


‘former. This mysticism is not inharmony 


with the N. T., which always distinguishes 
clearly and specifically between the Holy 
Spirit and the human spirit, as in ver. 16. 
This applies also against Pfleiderer in Hil- 
genfield’s Zeitschr. 1871, p. 178 f.; who thinks 
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Hofmann) must sigh, if He is to intercede for us with sighs, and if God is to 
understand the ¢pdévyua of the Spirit (ver. 27) ; although the Spirit uses the 
human organ for His~sighing (comp. the counterpart phenomenon of 
demons speaking or crying out of men), as He likewise does elsewhere for 
His speaking, Matt. x. 20. See also on Gal. iv. 6. The tongue is anal- 
ogously, in the case of speaking with tongues, the organ of the Spirit who 
speaks. The necessary explanation of the rveiwa as meaning the Holy 
Spirit, and the fact that the sighs must be His sighs, overturn the ration- 
alizing interpretations of Reiche : ‘‘ Christian feeling cherishes, indeed, 
the quiet longing in the heart, and therewith turns, full of confidence, to 
God, but nevertheless does not permit itself any inquisitive wishes to- 
wards him ;” and of KG6llner: ‘The Spirit gained in Christ . . . works 
in man that deep and holy emotion in which man, turned towards God 
in his inmost feeling, cannot, in the fulness of the emotion, express his 
burden in words, and can only relieve his oppressed heart by silent groan- 
ings.” A mere arbitrary alteration of the simple verbal sense is to be 
found in the view to which Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, and 
others have recourse, that the Spirit is here the ydpioua evyqc, in virtue of 
which the human soul sighs. Comp. Theodoret, who thinks that Paul 
means not ry imdéotacw Tov mvetpatoc, but rHv dedouévyv toig miotebovor yap." 
bro yap tabryc dieyeipduevoe KatavuTtoueta, Tupoevduevoe tpoSvudtepov mpocevy6- 
peda x.t.4. The question whether, moreover, aaaa. should, with Beza, 
Grotius, Wetstein, Koppe, Flatt, Gléckler, Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Reithmayr, van Hengel, Késter, and others, be rendered unexpressed,’ i.e. 
dumb, not accompanied with words, or, with the Vulgate and the majority 
of commentators, inexvpressible (for the expression of whose meaning words 
are insufficient), is decided by the fact that only the latter sense can be 
proved by linguistic usage, and it characterizes the depth and fervour of the 
sighing most directly and forcibly.” 

Ver. 27. ‘0 épevv. tac xapd.] Traditionally hallowed (1 Sam. xvi. 7; 
1 Kings viii. 39 ; Ps. vii. 10; Prov. xv. 11; Jer. xvii. 9 f.), description of 
God, bearing on the subject in hand ; for it is in the heart, as in the central 
laboratory of the personal self-conscious life (comp. Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 
254), that the praying Spirit sighs, Gal. iv. 6. —ér:] Not for, as many think, 
including Tholuck, Riickert, de Wette, Philippi, Ewald, and Umbreit. 
What follows in fact conveys no real ground, since God would in every case 
know the purpose of the Spirit, and to take olde in the pregnant sense : 
understands and hears (so Riickert, following Calvin), is utterly unjustifiable, 


that our spirit is to be distinguished from 
the divine Spirit dwelling in us only in such 
a way, that the two stand related merely as 


the form to the real contents of self-con- 


sciousness. In cases such as our passage, 
according to his view, the Ego knows itself 
in objective consciousness as furnished 
with the Divine Spirit, without feeling itself 
to be so in the subjective consciousness. 
In this way there is substituted for the two- 


fold spirit in our passage a twofold form 
and activity of the Christian consciousness, 
which the plain words do not permit. 

1 As appyros may be used ; but not auvdr- - 
zos, which always means, unutterable, un- 
speakable. 

2 Comp. also 2 Cor. ix. 15; 1 Pet. i. 8; 
Anth. Pal. v. 4 (Philodem. 17); Theogn. 422 
(according to Stob, Serm, 36, p, 216). 
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especially after 6 égpevy. «.r.A. The 6r is rather that, annexed by way of 
explanation : that He, namely. Comp. Grotius, Estius, Benecke, Reiche, 
Fritzsche, Maier, Krehl, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bisping, Reithmayr, van 
Hengel, and Hofmann. See on Phil. i. 27, ii. 22, al. —xara Ocdv] This, ex- 
plained by Origen ‘‘ secundum divinitatem,” does not mean : on the instiga- 
tion of God (Tholuck, appealing improperly to 1 Cor. xii. 8), but : in accord- 
ance with God, t.€. so as God desires it, kata yvéunv avtov, Theodore of Mop- 
suestia. Comp. 2 Cor. vii. 9, 10; 4 Macc. xv. 2; Plat. Apol. pp. 22 A, 23 
B. The sense : in pursuance of the Divine disposal, more common in classic 
usage (see Wetstein on the passage, and Valcken. ad Herod. iii. 158), is here 
foreign. Béhme, Reiche, and Fritzsche render it before God, with God (‘in 
Deum quasi conversus”). This is indeed justifiable from a linguistic point 
of view (Bernhardy, p. 240), comp. Wisd. v. 1, Eccles. xxxiv. 6 ; but how 
superfluous and unsuited to the emphasis of the prominent position assigned 
to it ! With the emphasis on xaré Oedv it cannot appear strange that Paul 
_has not written «ar airéy, but has rather named the subject. Comp. Xen. 
Mem. i. 3. 2: ebyeto dé mpd¢ Tov¢g Seoic, . . . O¢ Tove VEodc "KdAALoTa eiddrac 
x.t.A. The omission of the article, which does not render the expression 
adverbial (against Hofmann), establishes in the case of @ed¢ no difference of 
sense (Winer, p. 115 f. [E. T. 122]). — irép dyiwy] for saints, without the 
article because qualitative; ‘‘ sancti sunt et Deo propinqui et auxilio digni, 
pro quibus intercedit,” Bengel. On évrvyy. irép twoc, to pray for any one, 
see Bihr on Plut. Flamin. p. 83. 

Ver. 28. Third ground of encouragement ; comp. on ver. 26. — oidapev dé] 
It is known to us, however (as in ver. 22). This dé is not : on the other hand, 
however, in contradistinction to the sighing discussed since ver. 22, as Hof- - 
mann thinks—a reference, that must have been marked in some way or 
other (at least by the stronger adversative 4444). It is the usual peraBarixdy, 
and carries us from the special relation discussed in ver. 26 f. over to a gen- 
- eral one, the consciousness of which must finally place the good courage of 
the believer on a footing all the more sure. — roi¢ ayar. rt. Oedv] the dative 
of communion. Paul characterizes as lovers of God (kxar’ é€oy.) the true 
Christians (comp. 1 Cor. ii. 9, iii. 8; Eph. vi. 24 ; Jas. i. 12), as is plain 
from roi¢ card «.7.4.1— ravta] everything, i.e.,, according to the context, all 
destined events, even those full of pain not excepted (ver. 35). On the 
thought, comp. Plat. Rep. p. 618 A.—ovvepyei] works along with, that is, 
contributes ; BonSei, Hesychius. See Wetstein. The ovv does not refer to 
the common working together of the elements contained in rdvra (comp. 
ver. 22), but to the idea of the fellowship in which he who supports necessari- 
ly stands to him who is supported. Comp. on ver. 26. — ei¢ ayadév] indefi- 
nitely : for good ; it works beneficially. Comp. Theogn. 161; Hom. J7. x. 
102 ; Plat. Rep. l.c.; Eccles. xxxix. 27; Rom. xiii. 4. Reiche erroneously 
takes it as: ‘‘the good of the Christians, their eternal welfare.” In that 


1 In this very description of the Christian Hofmann finds a retrospective glance at v. 
estate there is implied a ground of conviction 1 ff., but only by means of his incorrect 
of the oiéauer, the certainty of which is view of 7 ayay rod Geo, v. 5. 
thereupon still more precisely explained. 
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case, the article at least must have been used as in xiv. 16 ; and some wit. 
nesses in reality add it. Bengel has the right view : ‘‘in bonum, ad glorifi- 
cationem usque’” (ver. 30). —Toi¢ kata mpdd. KAnroic ovo] [See Note XCVIIL. 
p. 352.] These words may mean either (otow as predicate, joining on) : ‘‘ since 
they are the called according to His purpose” (so Hofmann), or (taking roi¢c in~ 
conjunction with otovv), as to those who (quippe qui, i.e. since they indeed) are 
the called according to His purpose. So usually ; and this latter is the true ren- 
dering, because otherwise oto.v would be put not only quite superfluously, but 
also in a way very liable to misconception, since it would occur to every 
reader, at the first glance, to join roi¢ with ovo. Had Paul meant what Hof- 
mann thinks he did, he would have written simply roic¢ x. 7. xAnroic without 
ovow, Or possibly oirivéc eiovv ol k. 7. KAntoi. — Respecting the idea itself, there is 
causally involved in the relation of being the called according to His purpose 
(for the emphasis rests on xAnroic), the certainty that to them all things, etc. ; 
for otherwise that high distinction, which God has conferred upon them 
according to the purpose of His grace, would be vain and fruitless, which , 
is impossible (vér. 30). The rpé%eor¢ here meant is the free decree formed 
by God in eternity for imparting bliss to believers through Christ (ix. 11 ; 
Eph. i. 11, iii. 11; 2 Tim. i. 9; Eph. i. 9). In accordance with that 
decree, the call of God to the Messianic salvation through the preaching of 
the gospel (x. 14 ; 2 Thess. ii. 14) has gone forth to those comprehended 
in that decree. Therefore, when Paul terms the Christians xAyrot, it is self- 
evident that in their case the call has met with success (1 Cor. i. 24), conse- 
quently has been combined with the converting operation of the divine 
grace,—without the latter, however, being found in the word itself, or the 
word being made equivalent to éxAexroi.1 Christians are at the same time 
KAntol, éxAetot (ix. 11), dys x.7.A.; but the significations of these predicates 
correspond to different characteristic qualities of the Christian state. Con- 
sequently, just as it was quite a mistaken view to interpret rpédeoue of the 
personal self-determination of the subjects (Chrysostom, Theodoret, and 
others), so also it was an unbiblical and hazardous distinction (see against 
this, Calovius) to put the called xara rpéGeorv in contrast with those who 
are called u7 xara 7pd3. (Augustine, Estius, Reithmayr, and others). Weiss 
aptly observes, in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1857, p. 79: ‘‘ Election and 
calling are inseparable correlative. ideas ; where the one takes place, there 
the other takes place also ; only we cannot take cognizance of the former 
as an act before all time and within the divine mind, while the latter 
becomes apparent as a historical fact.”” Comp. also his dibJ. Theol. p. 386 f. 

Vv. 29, 30. More detailed development and expression of roi¢ x. mpd. KA. 
ovovv,— as a continued confirmation of the oidayev, btc x.7.A. ‘‘ For this di- 
vine plan of salvation advancing from the rpdbeorg to the xajouc, leads the Chris- 
tian safely and surely to the d6&a ;” hence it is, not conceivable that anything 
whatever, in opposition to this plan, should exercise other than a beneficial 
influence upon them (ver. 81 ff.).— xpoéyva] foreknew, namely, as those who 
should one day, in the way of the divine plan of salvation, become obypopdor rie 


1 Comp. Lamping, Pauli de praedest. decreta, Leovard. 1858, p. 40 f. 
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eikdvoc T. viov avtov.” [See Note XCIX. p. 352.] That this character, in which 
they were foreknown by God, presupposes the subjection to faith (the izaxop 
miotewc i. 5), was self-evident to the Christian reader. Erasmus aptly re- 
marks : ‘‘ Non temere elegit Deus quos elegit, novit suos multo antequam vo- 
caret.”” The text merely gives the terminus of the zpo in zpoéyvw and rpodpice 
quite indefinitely, namely : before their calling. More precise definitions, 
therefore (e.g. that of Tholuck : ‘‘ before the foundation of the world,” though 
in itself correct, Eph. i. 4, iii. 11), should not be here given. The taking of 
the rvoéyvw in the sense of prescience, demanded by the signification, of the 
word, has been followed (though with various, and in part very arbitrary, 
attempts to supply that, as which the persons concerned were foreknown by 
God) by Origen, Chrysostom, Augustine, Ambrosiaster, Jerome, Theophy- 
lact, Oecumenius, Erasmus, Paraphr., Toletus, Calovius, and others, including 
Reiche, Neander, Tholuck, Reithmayr, Maier, Philippi, van Hengel, Hahn, 
- Ewald, Weiss, and others. The question whether this exposition or the other 
of the pre-election (Calvin and others, including Riickert, Usteri, K6llner, 
de Wette, Fritzsche, Krehl, Baumgarten-Crusius, and Lamping), is the true 
one, cannot be got rid of by mixing up the two conceptions (Umbreit) ; 
nor is it to be decided by dogmatic presuppositions, but simply by the 
usage of the language, in accordance with which zpoy. never in the N. T. 
(not even in xi. 2, 1 Pet. i. 20) means anything else than to know beforehand 
(Acts xxvi. 5 ; 2 Pet. iii. 17; Judith ix. 6; Wisd. vi. 13, viii. 8, xviii. 6). 
Comp. Philippi im loc., and his Glaubenslehre, TV. 1, p. 117 ff., ed. 2. That 
in classic usage it ever means anything else, cannot be at all proved.?, Comp. 
An appeal is made to the familiar use of 
ywvéok. in the sense of judicial cognizance, or even of other resolutions and 
decisions (Herod. iv. 25, i. 74, 78; Thuc. iv. 30, iii. 99, and many other 
instances). But, in the first place, it is never in this sense joined with the 
accusative of the person without an infinitive ; and secondly, there is no 
such precedent of usage for the compound rpoywvéoxev, current as it was 
in Greek authors ; for the few passages in which it means to take fore- 
thought about something (Thuc. ii. 64.5; Xen. Cyr. ii. 4, 11, with a very 
doubtful reading) are not suitable for comparison, either as regards the 
sense, or as respects the union with the personal accusative in our pas- 
sage. The incorrectness of this explanation is confirmed, moreover, by 
the analogy of the following clauses, which always add another and 
different idea to the one preceding. The right interpretation remains, 
therefore : praecognovit (Vulg. = praescivit), which, however, is neither to be 
altered, with Augustine, Vatablus, Grotius, Estius, and others, into appro- 
bavit jam ante, to which view also Tholuck and Riickert incline (see on vii. 


also rpdyvworg and mpoyvwortikdc. 





1 This filling up of the idea of mpoéyvw is 
implied, namely, in what follows. If God 
has destined them beforehand to a future 

fashioning in the likeness, etc., He must 

also have adready known them beforehand 
as those who should one day be thus fash- 
joned. Consequently we are not to under- 
~stand the predisposition to love (ver. 28) as 


the object of the mpo¢yvw (Weiss /.c. p. 74 f., 
and didl. Theol. p. 885). Bengel well re- 
marks on cuppdpdovs x.7.A.: “‘ Hic est char- 
acter praecognitorum et glorificandorum. 

2 See, on the contrary, Hom. Cer. 258; 
Xen. Ap. 30; Plat. Rep. p. 426 C; Theaet. p. 
203 D; Tim. p. 70 C; Eur. Hipp. 1072; Dem. 
861. 138; Lucian, Prom. 20. 


. 
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15) ; nor to be taken, with Hofmann, in that sense of yvdoxecv which obtains 
in 1 Cor. viii. 8, xiii. 12, Gal. iv. 9, 2 Tim. ii. 19 (an appropriating cogni- 
zance of what is akin and homogeneous, according to Hofmann), The latter, 
to which also Delitzsch ultimately comes, Psychol. p. 39,’ is incorrect, 
because in accordance with it the rpdéyrvwore would be a relation of com- 
munion already entered into actively by God, which would necessarily 
include the spoopioudc, and consequently exclude the latter as a special 
and accessory act. For to suppose that Paul, with xpoéyvw and zpo- 
jpice, does not mean two acts following each other in succession, but 
asserts the former of the persons, and the latter of the character ascribed to 
them (Hofmann), is wholly. groundless in presence of the clearly progressive 
description of the apostle. The right view, since faith is the subjective 
ground of salvation, is that held by Calovius and our older dogmatists : 
“¢ quos credituros praevidit vel suscepturos vocationem.” Itis God’s being aware © 
in His plan, by means of which, before the subjects are destined by Him to 
salvation, He knows whom He has to destine thereto. Comp. on xi. 2. —xai 
mpodpice| them He destined also beforehand. To what? ocvupdpd. rig eix. T. vi. 
aut. : to be conformed to the image of His Son, %.¢. to be such as should present 
the image of His Son in their conformation. From the following eic¢ 76 eivat 
x.T.A. it is plain that Paul here means the same which in ver. 23 he has des- 
ignated as viobeciav, tiv aroAbtpwow Tov obuaTog juav, consequently the glory 
to which God has predestined them, the state of the uéA2ovea dééa (ver. 18), 
so far as this shall be the same (even in respect of the glorified body, Phil. 
iii. 21, 1 Cor. xv. 49) as that which the exalted Christ has. Comp. 2 Cor. 
iii. 18, 1 John iii. 2. The fellowship in suffering (Calvin, Grotius, Calovius, 
and others) is here remote. What Paul has in view must be the same as he 
denotes in ver. 80 by édd£ace, consequently the conformitas gloriae. This 
very thought of the entire glorious appearance, which he means, has sug- 
gested the vivid expression ovyydp9. t. eixdvog ; wherefore we are not, with 
Chrysostom (é7ep yap 6 povoyevig qv pboet, TovTO Kal avTol yeydvac. KaTa yapty), 
Theophylact, Bengel, and others, to refer it to the present viofecia. Theo- 
doret has the right view. The conformity of the inner being is not con- 
veyed in the expression (Hofmann understands it as imeluded), but is the 
moral presupposition of the glory meant. — obupopdoc (Lucian, Amor, 39), in 
Phil. iii. 21 with the dative, here with the genitwe. See Bernhardy, p. 171 ; 
Kiihner, II. 1, p. 295. — eic¢ rd elvac x.7.A4.] Not an inferential clause (see on 
i. 20), but—as the very notion of zpodp. embraces the purpose—the jinal aim 
of rpodp. cvupydpd. x.t.A. Nor is the main thought contained in éy odd. 
adeAg., as de Wette very arbitrarily supposes ; but, on the contrary, Paul 
contemplates Christ as the One, to whom the divine decree referred as to its 
final aim. Christ was to fulfil His lofty commission not merely by standing 
in the relation of His glory to the Father as the povoyevgc, but by being the 
First-born among many brethren, i.e. among many who through Him, the 
essential and primordial Son of God, should, as adopted vioi Oecd, and conse- 


1 Comp. Calvin : the mpéyvwors is an “‘ adop- vit ; this notitia being dependent a dene- 
tio, qua filios suos a reprobis semperdiscre-  placito of God. 


CHAP. VIII., 31-39. 3S 


quently in so far as his brethren, have attained to the same déga of sharing 
the possession of the dignity and privilege (Col. i. 18) of the First-born.* 
Comp. also Heb. i. 6, and Liinemann in loc. — ixddece] Like xAnroic in ver. 
28. For those who despized the invitation to salvation conveyed to them 
through the preachers of the gospel did not belong to the called, whom 
God xpotyve and rpodpice ; the following robrove x. édix. also presupposes that 
the calling has been attended with the result of the iraxoy riotewe. Comp. 
on ver. 28. Hence the divine saving grace is to be conceived as working by 
means of the word on those who become called, namely, in opening and pre- 
paring the heart for the reception of the word,’ Acts xvi. 14 ; Phil. i. 6, 29 ; 
John vi. 44. . God has fore-known those who would not oppose to his gra- 
cious calling the resistance of unbelief, but would follow its drawing ; 
thereafter He has fore-ordained them to eternal salvation ; and when the 
time had come for the execution of His saving counsel, has called them, etc. 
(ver. 30). With the jou begins the execution of the rpoopropéc, in accord- 
ance with the zpéyvwore ; and the subjects concerned are, in contrast to the 
multitude standing outside of this divine process of salvation, the éxAexroé 
(ver. 33). — éduxalwoev] Justification is consequently the sole ground of the 
glorifying ; sanctification is added to it, in order that the justified may 
attain that goal in the way that God desires. — édéZace] Justification, as a 
divine act of imputation, is really (not merely ideally or in principle, in 
opposition to Lipsius, Rechtfert. p. 48 f.) accomplished ; but; the glorification 
falls to the future (ver. 21, v. 2, and constantly in N. T. ; comp. also 1 Cor. 
ii. 7, Rom. ix. 28). Notwithstanding, the aorist neither stands for the 
Suture nor for the present (in ‘opposition to Kéllner ; see Herm. ad Viger. p. 
746); nor does it express anywhere in the N. T. a habit, fas Flatt thinks— 
against which view, in the present instance, the analogy of the preceding 
aorists is decisive ; but it represents the de facto certainly future glorification 
as so necessary and certain, that it appears asif already given and completed 
with the édccaiwoev. 
relation from its final aim—therewith also glorified.”* In order thus to place 
the glorification on the same platform of certainty w ith the rpoéyvw, tpodpice, 
ixdaece, and édcx., Paul selected the proleptic aorist. Jon the other hand, the 
triumphant flow of the great chain of thought and the thoroughly Pauline 
boldness of expression (comp. on Eph. ii. 5) are misapprehended, if the act 
be regarded as accomplished only in the decree of God (Grotius, Reiche, ae 
Umbreit) ; or if the expression be referred to the glory of God possessed. “ 
first only inwardly and secretly’ (Hofmann), or to ‘‘ repute with wa” a 
(Miircker), or to the bestowal of grace and viobecia here below (Chrysostom and 
his followers, Ambrosiaster, Pelagius, and Erasmus), to which also van 
Hengel adheres, appealing to John xii. 28. 
Vv. 31-39. Inference from vv. 29, 30. So, then, the Christian has to fear 
nothing that might be detrimental to his salvation ; but on the contrary he 2s, 
with the love of God in Christ, assured of that salvation. —'This whole passage 





1Comp. Philippi, Glawbensi. II. p. 214, Julius Miiller, dogmat. Abhandi. 264 ff. 
ed. 2. 3 See Herm. ad Viger. p. 747; Kiihner, IL 
2 Comp. Luthardt, v. Freien Willen, p. 427 ; 1, p. 142. 
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is (observe the logical relation of 67: in ver. 29, and ovy in ver. 81) a commen- 
tary on ver. 28. And what acommentary! ‘‘ Quid unquam Cicero dixit 
grandiloquentius ?”” Erasmus on ver. 35. Comp. Augustine, de doctr. Uhr. 
iv. 20. A sublime dyxoc rio AéFewe (Arist. Rhet. iii. 6) pervades the whole, 
even as respects form. 

Ver. 31. What shall we therefore say (infer thence) with respect to these 
things (vv. 29, 30) ?— ei 6 Oed¢ x.7.4.] Herewith begins a stream of trium- 
phant questions and answers (on to ver. 37) which contains what we say. — 
The 6 Oed¢ irép judv briefly sums up the divine guardianship according to 
the tenor of vv. 29, 30. —ric¢ xa? judy ;] a question not of challenge (Hof- 
mann), with which the following does not accord, but of the sure, already 
triumphant certainty that all hostile power must be unsuccessful and harm- 
less for us. On eivac xard tivoc, comp. Ecclus. vi. 12 ; Wisd. iv. 6 ; Plut. 
Nic. 21 ; and on the contrast of izép and xara, 2 Cor. xiii. 8. 

Ver. 32. The answer to the foregoing question,’ likewise interrogative, 
but with all the more confidence. —dcye] guippe qui, He, who indeed, brings 
into prominence causally the subject of what is to be said of him by réc x.7.4.? 
This causal clause is with great emphasis prefixed to the ré¢ x.r.2., of which 
it serves as the ground (the converse occurs ¢.g. in Xen. Mem. iv. 4. 14 ; 
Aristoph. Ran. 739). — rod idiov| full of significance, for the more forcible 
delineation of the display of love, A contrast, however, to the viod¢ Oerobe 
(Theophylact, Pareus, Wetstein, Tholuck, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Fritzsche, Philippi) is not implied in the text. Comp., rather, viii. 3: rdv 
éavtov vidv. — ov édeicato] Comp. xi. 21 ; 2 Cor. xiii. 2; 2 Pet. ii. 4, 5 ; fre- 
quent also in classic authors. ‘‘ Deus paterno suo amori quasi vim adhibuit,” 
Bengel. The prevalence of the expression, as also the fact that Paul has 
not written rov vioi tov ayaryrov, makes the assumption of an allusion to 
Gen. xxii. 12 seem not sufficiently well founded (Philippi, Hofmann, and 
many older commentators). The juxtaposition of the negative and positive 
phrases, ov« ég., dav’. . . mapéd., enhances the significance of the act of 
love. On rapédoxev (unto death), comp. iv. 25. odv abrg : with Him who, 
given up for us, has by God’s grace already become ours. Thus everything 
else stands to this highest gift of grace in the relation of concomitant accessory 
gift. — rae ovxi Kai] how is it possible that He should not also with Him, etc. ? 
The xai belongs, not to ré¢ obyi (Philippi), but to ody aitG ; comp. iii. 29 ; 
1 Cor. ix. 8; 1 Thess. ii. 19. The inference is a majori ad minus. ‘‘ Minus 
est enim vobis omnia cum illo donare, quam illum nostri causa morti tra- 
dere,” Ambrosiaster. Comp. Chrysostom. —ré révra] the whole, of what He 
has to bestow in accordance with the aim of the surrender of Jesus ; that is, 
not ‘‘ the universe of things” (Hofmann), the xAypovoyia of the world, which is 
here quite foreign, but, in harmony with the context, vv. 26-30: the col- 





1 That question no longer required acor- lendt, Ler. Soph. I. p. 347; Baeumlein, 
roboration (Hofmann) after ver. 28 ff. Be- Partik. p. 62; Kiihner, II. 2, p. 734. 
sides, Paul would have expressed this 2See Baeumlein, Partik. p. 57 f.; Borne- 
meaning by yép. Regarding the frequent mann, ad Xen. Symp. iv.15; Maetzn.ad ly | 
use of yé to introduce the answer in classic- curg. p. 228. 
al Greek, see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 292f.; El- 
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lective saving blessings of His love shown to us in Christ. This certainty 
of the divine relation toward us, expressed by réc x.7.2., excludes the possi- 
bility of success on the part of human adversaries. 

Ver. 33 ff. It is impossible that this ody ait@ ra ravra juiv yapioerac should 
be frustrated, either on the side of God, with whom no accusation of His 
elect can have the result of their condemnation (ver. 33, down to kataxpivwv 
in ver. 34), or on that of Christ, whose death, resurrection, etc., afford the 
guarantee than nothing can separate us from His love (ver. 34, Xpuori¢ 6 
arofavév, on to ver. 36). In the analysis of this swelling effusion we must 
return to the method for which Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, and other 
Fathers paved the way, and which Erasmus followed : namely, that to the 
question ric éyxaréoe: x.t.2. the answer is : Oed¢ 6 dixaldv* Tic 6 KaTaKpivwr 3 and 
then follows, moulded in similar form to that answer, the expression, pass- 
ing over from God to Christ, Xpuotdc . . 
that after diaév, and also after irép yudv, only a colon is to be inserted. 
Who shall raise accusation against the elect of God? Answer, in a boldly tri- 
umphant counter-question,— God is the justifier, who the condemner ? (there is, 
consequently no one there to condemn, and every accusation is without re- 
sult ! Comp. Isa. 1. 8). Andas regards Christ: Christ is He that has died, 
yea rather also has risen again, who also is at the right hand of God, who also 
intercedes for us: who shall separate us from the love of Christ? This view 
(followed also by van Hengel, but by Hofmann only with respect to the 
first portion as far as xaraxpivwv), though abandoned by nearly all modern 
expositors,’ is corroborated by its entire accordance with the sense, by the 
harmony of the soaring rhetorical form, and by its freedom from those insu- 
perable difficulties which beset the modes of division that differ from it. 
[See Note C. p. 353.] Of the latter, two in particular fall to be considered. 
.g Luther, Castalio, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Wolf, and many others, includ- 
ing Ammon, Tholuck, Flatt, Fritzsche, Philippi, Reithmayr, and Ewald, 
take Oco¢ 6 dixacév as affirmative answer to ric éyxadéoer x.t.A. 3 then ri¢ 6 Kata- 
Kpivov aS anew question, and as the affirmative answer thereto : Xpuordc 6 
arobavav «.t.A., thus: Who shall accuse, etc.? God is the justifier (conse- 
quently no accuser shall succeed). Who is the condemner? Christ is He that 
has died, etc. (so that He cannot, therefore, condemn us in judgment), 
But against this view it may be urged, (a) that Oed¢ 6 dicavév and ti¢ 6 Kata- 
kpivev are, as regards both substance (dccaév and karaxpiv.) and form (Paul 
has not written ric xataxpivei to correspond with ri¢ éyxadéoer), correlative, 
and therefore may not, without arbitrariness, be separated ; (6) that in ver. 
34 Christ is not at all described as a judge, which would be in keeping with 
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1The difficulty started by Philippi, that acter of the magnificent passage. Tholuck’s 


corresponding to the ris éycad. xara éxrA. Meod 
in ver. 33, there is introduced, with the ris 
nw. xwp. «.7.A. Of ver. 35, a question for 
which nothing prepares the way, and which 
is not answered in the foregoing ver. 34—is 
incorrect in itself, since the answer to this 
question is certainly yielded by ver. 34; and 
it mistakes, moreover, the truly lyric char- 


objections, as also those of Hofmann, re- 
garding the second half (from Xptords o 
anodvavev onwards), are quite unimportant. 
The latter lays particular stress on the fact 
that Paul has not added irép nuav to arodar- 
ov. As if that purpose of the aro}. were 
not perfectly self-evident, especially amidst 
such a vehement flight of the discourse ! 
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the 6 karaxpivwr, but, on the contrary, as redeemer and intercessor ; (c) that, 
if tic éyxarécer is at once disposed of by Oed¢ 6 dixacdv, it must be already 
quite self-evident that there can be no xaraxpivwr, and consequently ric 6 
Karak, aS & new question, would be something superfluous and out of keeping 
with so compressed an utterance of emotion ; (d) and, finally, that in the 
entire context thereis no mention of the last judgment. 2. The theory, 
that came into vogue after Augustine, doctr. Chr. iii. 3, and Ambrosiaster 
(adopted in modern times by Koppe, Reiche, Kéllner, Olshausen, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, de Wette, and Maier, also by Griesbach and Lachmann ; 
Tholuck is undecided), consists in supplying éycadéoer with Oed¢ 6 dixacov, and 
taking it as a question, and dealing in a corresponding manner with Xpiord¢ 

. quay also: Who shall accuse? Shall God do so, who justifies? Who 
shall condemn? Shall Christ do so, who has died, etc.? But against this view 
it suffices to urge the decisive reason, that to conceive of God as accuser (be- 
fore Christ) is destitute of scriptural analogy, and could not at all have oc- 
curred to the apostle. Hofmann takes Xproric. . . évrvyy. brép pu. as a question 
with two dissimilar relative adjuncts, of which the first declares how it was possi- 
ble, after the question ri¢ 6 xataxp., to subjoin the further question, whether it 
might not be feared with regard to Christ that He should condemn where 
God acquits ; while the second shows the impossibility of such a fear. But 
this artificial interpretation, in connection with which the first and second 
cai (see the critical remarks) are condemned as not genuine and this con- 
demnation is acutely turned to account, fails, so far as the substance is con- 
cerned, on the very ground that the thought of its being possible perhaps 
for Christ to condemn where God acquits would be an absurd idea, which 
could not occur to a Christian consciousness ; and, so far as form is con- 
cerned, on the ground that the second relative clause is annexed to the first 
with entire similarity, and therefore does not warrant our explaining it, as 
if Paul, instead of d¢ cai évr., should have written a//é Kai évt. — In detail, 
observe further: The designation of Christians in ver. 33 as éxAexrol Ocov is 
selected as having a special bearing on the matter, and renders palpable at 
once the fruitlessness of every éyxAnowc ; while Oed¢ coming immediately after 
@cov has rhetorical emphasis. — card éxA. Oeov] i.e. against those whom God 
has chosen * out of the xéouoc (John xvii. 6) to be members of His Messianic 
peculiar people to be made blessed for Christ’s sake, according to His eter- 
nal decree (Eph. i. 4) ; comp. on ver. 30. This is the Christian conception 
(comp. 1 Pet. ii. 9) of the Old Testament éxAexr. (Ps. cv. 48, evi. 5; Isa. 
xlii. 1, Ixv. 9; Wisd. iii. 9, al.). The elect constitute the Israel of God, 
Gal. vi. 16. Regarding the genitive Oeot (é«A. is used quite as a substan- 
tive ; comp. Col. iii. 12 ; Matt. xxiv. 31 al.), see Fritzsche, Diss. IT. p. 31 ; 
Pflugk, ad Hur. Hee. 1135. The absence of the article (comp. ver. 27) in the 
case of é«’. Oeod brings out the quality of the persons. — The predicates of 
Christ in ver. 34—under which His death is to be conceived as an atoning 
death, His rising again as having taken place dca tv dixaiwory judv (iv. 25), 


1 Against Hofmann, who (Schrifibew. I. p. 223 f.) calls in question the reference to others, 
non-elect, see on Eph. i. 4. j 
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and His being at the right hand of God as personal participation in the gov- 
ernment of the world (Eph. i. 20, Col. iii. 1, al. ; comp. also Dissen, ad 
Pindar. Fragm. xi. 9) in the heavenly dwelling-place of the Father’s glory 
(see on Matt. vi. 6)—exclude the possibility of any one separating us from 
the love of Christ. For, as regards His past, He has proved by His death 
the abundance of His love (v. 6 f. ; Eph. iii. 18 f.), and this demonstra- 
tion of His love has been divinely confirmed by His resurrection ; and as 
regards His present, through His sitting at the right hand of God He possesses 
the power to do for His own whatever His love desires, and through His 
intercession He procures for them every protection and operation of grace 
from the Father (Heb. vii. 25, ix. 24; 1 Johnii. 1). But this intercession 
(comp. ver. 26 f.) is the continuous bringing to bear of His work of atone- 
ment, completed by His iAaorfpiov, on the part of Christ in His glory with 
the Father ; which we are to conceive of as real and—in virtue of the glori- 
fied corporeity of the exalted Christ, as also in virtue of the subordination 
in which He even as ctvOpovo¢ stands to the Father—as request properly so 
called (évrevéic) through which the ‘‘continuus quasi vigor” (Gerhard) of 
redemption takes place. Comp. John xiv. 16. There has been much dog- 
matic and philosophical explaining away of this passage on the part of sys- 
tematists and exegetes. Some apt observations are to be found in Diister- 
dieck on 1 John ii. 1, who nevertheless, without assigning his exegetical 
grounds, calls in question that the intercession is vocalis et oralis, As such, 
however, it must be conceived, because it is made by the glorified God-man ; 
though the more special mode in which it takes place is withdrawn from 
the cognizance of our earthly apprehension. Comp. Philippi, Glaubensl. 
IV. 2, p. 386, ed. 2. —paddov dé is the imo vero, vel potius, by which the 
speaker amends his statement (see on Gal. iv. 9) ; for what would Christ’s 
having died have been of itself ? how could it have been to us the bond and 
the security of His love against all distresses, etc., ver. 35 f., if the divine 
resurrection had not been added to it? Paul therefore appends to the bare 
arofavév, by way of correction : imo vero etiam resuscitatus, in which the kai, 
also, signifies : non solum mortuus, sed etiam resusc. ; comp. Eph. v. 11. It 
is thus clear that (contrary to Hofmann’s view) this cai was quite essential 
and indispensable ; for it was not the arofavéy itself, but its having been 
mentioned alone and without the resurrection belonging to it, that needed 
correction. It is, moreover, self-evident that all this application of the cor- 
rective expression is here merely of a formal nature, serving to bring into 
marked prominence the two elements in their important correlation. — The 
é¢ cai Occurring twice has a certain solemnity. — Ver. 35. tic] Paul puts the 
question by ric, not ri, in conformity with the parallel ric 6 xataxpivev. The 
circumstance that he subsequently specifies states and things, not persons— 
which, however, naturally suggest themselves to the conception of the 
reader—cannot lead any one astray, least of all in such a bold flight of 
rhetoric. —a7d ric aydr. tr. Xpiorov| Most expositors take rov X. (comp. Eph. 
iii. 19) as genitive of the subject, and rightly, because this view was already 
prepared for by ver. 34 (in which the great acts of Christ’s love toward us 
are specified), and is confirmed by ver. 37 (did tov aya. juac), and by ver. 
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39, where the dydmy tov Ocod } év Xpior comes in the place of the aydry tow 
X. This excludes the interpretation of others, who understand it of the love 
to Christ (Origen, Ambrosiaster, Erasmus, Majus, Heumann, Morus, Kollner, 
and Ewald). Kdllner’s objections to our view do not touch its true sense, 
since the point in question is not a possible interruption of the love of Christ 
to us, nor yet the hindering of our access to it (Philippi), but a possible sep- 
aration from the love of Christ (that helps to victory, ver. 37) through hin- 
drances intervening between it and us, which might nullify its manifestation and 
operation upon us and might thus dissolve our real fellowship with it.’ It was 
therefore very unwarranted in de Wette (comp. Calvin, Riickert, and Tho- 
luck), to convert, in accordance with v. 5, the love of Christ into ‘the joy- 
ful feeling of being loved by Christ,” which ver. 37 does not permit, where 
manifestly the aid of the exalted Christ, who has loved us (comp. Matt. 
xxviii. 20 ; Phil. iv. 18), is meant. 

Ver. 36. The marks of parenthesis are to be expunged, because the con- 
struction is unbroken, and 4A’ év ror. maovv in ver. 37 refers to ver. 35 and 
ver. 86. On the accumulation of designations that follows, comp. 2 Cor. 
vi. 4 f. ; and on the so frequently repeated 4, Xen. Mem. i. 1. 7, Soph. O. C. 
251. By way of scriptural proof for the most extreme element mentioned, 
for 4 pdxapa, Paul quotes a passage, in accordance with which even the 
slaying sword has here its place already prophetically indicated beforehand. 
In Ps. xliv. 23 (quoted exactly from the LXX.), where the historical mean- 
ing refers to the daily massacres of Jews in the time of the Psalmist (in an 
age after the exile, but not solate as the Maccabean), he recognizes a type 
of the analogous fate awaiting the Christian people of God, as their sacred- 
historic destiny. Kardaandhog toig mpoxeruévore  pwaptupia® éK mpooorov yap 
avdpov eipyrat Tov abrov éoynndtwv oxordv, Theodoret. Therein lies the justiji- 
cation of this typical view. But since our passage specially mentions only 
the being put to death and the slaying, we have no right to make the refer- 
ence which Paul gives to them extend, with Hofmann, to the treatment in 
general which the Christians should have to experience, instead of leaving 
it limited to uéyapa.—édri] for. A part of the quotation, without relevant 
reference to the connection in our passage. — évexev cot] There is no reason 
whatever for departing, with Kéllner (comp. Hofmann), from the reference 
of the original text to God, and -referring oot to Christ. For, in the first 
place, the probative point of the quotation does not lie in évexev cov (but in 
avar. and 2Aoy. S¢ p63. o¢.); and in the second place, the very massacres of 
the Christians took place on account of God, because they continued faithful 
to Him in Christ, while the denial of Christ would have been a denial of 
God, who had sent Him. Hence martyrdom was regarded as a dogalew 
avatw tov Oedv (John xxi. 19), — bAnv tiv ju.|] Not quotidie (Castalio, Gro- 


1 The tribulations, etc., are, forsooth, not act upon us. Philippi introduces a foreign 
something which might form a wall of sep- element, when he holds that the tribula- 
aration between us and the love of Christ, tions might seem to us signs of the divine 
such as they might produce perhapsinhu- wrath, and thus mislead us into unbelief in 
man fellowship—so that the affection of _ the existence of the divine love. 
any one should be unable toreach us or * 
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tius, and Gléckler); Paul follows the LXX., who thus translate pivn-b3, 
It means : the whole day (comp. x. 21 ; Isa. lxii. 6; Ex. x. 13; 1 Sam. 
xix. 24 ; 1 Macc. v. 50) are we murdered, so that at every time of the day 
murder is committed upon us (now on this one, now on that one of us); it 
ceases not the livelong day. And this is the consequence of the fact, that we 
have been counted (aorist) as sheep for the slaughter, reckoned like sheep des- 
tined for slaughter. | 

Ver. 37. But in all this—namely, what is specified in vers. 35 and 36—we 
conquer, etc. This adda does not break off an incomplete sentence (Hof- 
mann), but is rather the simple antithetic at, but, whatever sufferings and 
dangers may.await us. — irepvix.] We gain a victory that is more than victory ; 
we are over-victorious. Luther well renders : ‘‘ weovercome far.” Comp. v. 
20.. It does not involve more than this ; neither the easiness of the victory 
(Chrysostom, Theophylact), nor the ‘‘in cruce etiam gloriamur” (Beza), 
which is rather the consequence of this victory ; for a sublime testimony to 
the latter, see 2 Cor. iv. 8-11. In the ancient Greek trepvx. is not extant, 
but it occurs in Socr. H. #. iii. 21, Leo Tact. xiv. 25, although in a deroga- 
tory sense (vxav pév KaAdv, breprvixav dé éxigfovov). Nevertheless there is con- 
tained in our passage also a holy arrogance of victory, not selfish, but in the 
consciousness of the might of Christ. — did rob ayar. juac] He who hath 
loved us is the procurer of this our victory, helps us to it by His power. 
Comp. esp. 2 Cor. xii. 9, That it is not God (Chrysostom, Estius, Grotius, 
Bengel, and others, including Reiche, K6llner, Olshausen, and van Hengel) 
that is meant, but Christ (Riickert, de Wette, Philippi, Tholuck, Ewald, 
and Hofmann), follows, not indeed from Phil. iv. 13, but from the necessary 
reference to tic ju. yop. and T. ay. T. X. in ver. 35 ; for ver. 387 contains the 
opposite of the separation from the love of ‘Christ. — ayargo.] denotes the act 
of love xar’ é&ox#v, which Christ accomplished by the sacrifice of His 
life. This reference was self-evident to the consciousness of the readers. 
Comp. v. 6; Gal. ii. 20 ; Eph. v. 2, 25. 

Vv. 38, 39. Paul now confirms what he had said in ver. 37 by the enthu- 
siastic declaration of his conviction that no power, in whatever shape it 
may exist or be conceived of, etc. For the singular réreoua there is as 
little necessity for seeking a special reason (Hofmann, e.g., thinks that Paul 
wished to justify the confidence with which he had expressed ver. 37) as in the 
case of Aoyifoua in ver. 18, especially as ver. 37 contains only the simple as- 
sertion of a state of fact, and not a how of that assertion. — The following 
expressions (@dvaro¢ «.7.A.) are to be left in the generality of their sense, 
which is, partly in itself and partly through the connection, beyond doubt ; 
every arbitrary limitation is purely opposed to the purpose of declaring 
everything—everything possible—incapable of separating the believers from 
the love of God in Christ. Hence: oite @dvaroc dite Cwh : neither death nor 
life, as the two most general states, in which man can be. We may die or 
live : we remain in the love of God. The mention of death first was 
occasioned. very naturally by ver. 36. It is otherwise in 1 Cor. iii. 22. 
Grotius (following Chrysostom and Jerome, ad Aglas. 9) imports the idea : 
‘‘metus mortis ; spes vitae,” which Philippi also regards as a ‘‘ correct para- 
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phrase of the sense.” — obre dyyehou obre apxat] Neither angels (generally) nor 
(angelic) powers (in particular). dyy. is, with Chrysostom, Theophylact, 
Beza, Tholuck, Philippi, Fritzsche, Hofmann, and others, to be understood 
of good angels, because the wicked are never termed dyyedo. without some 
defining adjunct (Matt. xxv. 41; 2 Cor. xii. 7; 2 Pet. ii. 4; comp. Jude | 
6). The objection repeated by Reiche (who, with Clemens Alexandrinus, 
Toletus, Grotius, Estius, and others, understands it of wicked angels), that 
an attempt on the part of the good angels to separate Christians from God 
is inconceivable, does not hold, since, according to Gal. i. 8, the case of 
such an attempt falling within the sphere of possibility could certainly be 
—not believed, but—conceived ex hypothesi by Paul. Theophylact already 
aptly says: oby d¢ Tov ayyéAwy agioTdvTor Tovs avOperove ard Xpiorov, adda 
kal’ indbeow tov Adyov tiHeic. Against the view that ayy. denotes good and 
wicked angels (Wolf, Bengel, Koppe, and van Hengel), the linguistic usage 
is likewise decisive, since according to it the absolute ayy. signifies nothing 
else than simply good angels. Comp. on 1 Cor. iv. 9. — apyai] obtains, 
through its connection with ayy., its definite reference to particular powers 
in the category of angels—those invested with power in the angelic world. 
Paul recognizes a diversity’ of rank and power in the angelic hierarchy (of 
the good and the wicked), and finds occasion, especially in his later epistles, 
to mention it (Col. i. 16 ; Eph. i. 21; 1-Cor. xv. 24; Eph. vi. 12 ; Col. ii. 
15) ; without, however (comp. on Eph. i. 21), betraying any participation in 
the fluctuating definitions of the later Jews.” Olearius, Wetstein, Loesner, 
Morus, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, and Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 460, refer apy. to human 
ruling powers ; van Hengel to ‘‘ principatus quoslibet.” Against these its con- 
nection with ayy. is decisive, because no contrast is suggested of non-angelic 
powers. Just as little, because without any trace in the text, are we to 
understand with Hofmann the dpya/, in contrast to the good God-serving 
dyyedor, as spirits ‘‘ that in self-will exercise a dominion, with which they do not 
live to the service of God,” i.e. as evil spirits. —obte éveotara obze péddovra] 
neither that which has set in nor that which is future. Comp. 1 Cor. iii. 22. 
Quite general, and not to be limited to sufferings (Vatablus, Grotius, Flatt, 
and others). éveor., however, does not absolutely coincide with the idea 
things present (as it is usually taken), which is in itself linguistically possible, 
but is never the case in the N. T. (see on Gal. i. 4) ; but it denotes rather 
what is in the act of having set in, has already begun (and eA. that, the 
emergence of which is still future). So, according to Gal. i. 4 ; 1 Cor. iil. 
22, vii. 26 ; 2 Thess. ii. 2. Aptly rendered by the Vulgate : ‘‘instantia.” 
Comp. Lucretius, i. 461: ‘‘quae res instet, quid porro deinde sequatur.” — 
obre duvdperc| nor powers ; to be left in its utmost generality, personal and im- 
personal (Hofmann arbitrarily limiting it to the latter). The common inter- 
pretation, angelic powers, would be correct, if its position after apyai were 
right ; but see the crit. remarks. The incongruity of the apparent isolation of 


1 In opposition to Hofmann, who without 2 See, respecting these definitions, Barto- 
any reason denies this (Schriftbew. I. 347). locci, Bibl. rabb. I. p. 267 ff.; Hisenmenger, 
See Hahn, Theol. N. 7. I. 282ff.; Philippi,  entdecktes Judenthum, Il. p. 370 ff. 

Glaubensl. II. 307 ff., ed. 2. 
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this link vanishes on observing that Paul, in his enumeration, twice arranges 
the elements in pairs (Odvatoc . . . dpyai), and then twice again in threes (viz. 
obre éveor. obre wéAA. obre dvvayu., and ote bpopua obte Bdbo¢ obte Tic KTictc étépa), 
and the latter indeed in such a way, that to the two that stand contrasted 
he adds a third of a general character. — obre bpoua obte Bdboc| neither height 
nor depth ; likewise without any alteration or limitation of the quite general 
sense of the words. No dimension of space can separate us, etc. Arbitrary 
definitions are given : heaven and hell or the nether world (Theodoret, Bengel, 
Wetstein, Michaelis, Klee, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, and Hofmann) ; 
heaven and earth (Fritzsche ; comp. Theophylact, Morus, and Flatt) ; the 
height of bliss and the depth of misery (Koppe) ; spes honorum and metus 
ignominiae (Grotius, Rosenmiiller) ; sapientia haereticorum and communes 
vulgi errores (Melanchthon) ; neque altitudo, ex qua quis minaretur praecipi- 
tiwm, neque profundum, in quo aliquis minaretur demersionem (Thomas 
Aquinas, Anselm, Estius), — oire ric xriove érépa| nor any other created thing 
whatever, covers all not yet embraced in the foregoing elements ; and thus 
the idea of ‘‘ nothing in the world in the shape of a creature” is fully exhausted. 
The attempt to bring the collective elements named in their consecutive 
order under definite logical categories leads to artificialities of exposition, 
which ought not to be applied to such enthusiastic outbursts of the moment. 
— Instead of rij¢ ay. tov Xpuorow (ver. 35), Paul now Says, TH¢ ay. Tov Ocod THC 
év X. ’I., not thereby expressing something different, but characterizing the 
love of Christ (toward us) as the love of God which is in Christ Jesus. The 
love of Christ, namely, is nothing else than the love of God Himself, which 
has its seat and place of operation in Christ. God is the original fountain, 
Christ the constant organ and mediating channel of one and the same love ; 
so that in Christ is the love of God, and the love of Christ is the love of God 
in Christ. Comp, v, 6, 8. - 


Norres py AMERICAN Eprror. 
XOI. Ver. 1. oidéy dpa viv xardxpiua K.7.A. 


dpa viv Meyer affirms, as against Philippi, never to be equivalent to dpa obdv. 
This position seems to be correct. Here, at least, it may be confidently held 
that viv has the temporal sense, referring to the state following the interven- 
tion of Christ which is alluded to in vii. 25. To what is there said, as con- 
nected with what precedes it (also summed up in 25b), apa points, and draws 
from it the declaration of this verse as an inference. The progress of the thought 
and its connection with the foregoing context, thus, show what is in the au- 
thor’s mind. The deliverance through Christ is from the condition described 
‘in vii, 14-23 ; that condition is one in which, whatever may be the better im- 
pulses or the interior conflict, the man is uniformly and hopelessly subjected 
as a slave to sin as his master. It is from the power and dominion of this mas- 
ter that Christ frees him. Through the aid of this Divine helper he ceases to be 
a dovdoc duapriac, and becomes éteiGepoc. The fact that he is thus free, accord- 
ingly, is the ground of the fact that there is for him now no condemnation. This 
view of the meaning is confirmed by the following verses. The reason given in 
ver. 2 for this statement of ver. 1, that there is no condemnation, is that ‘*‘ the law 
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of the Spirit freed me (or thee) from the law of sin ;” i.e. that the man has pass- 
ed out of the control of sin into a new and opposite condition. And the aorist 
tense #iev9épwoev declares that this change was wrought at the time indicated 
in vii. 25a. Ver. 4 ff. also set forth, (1) the idea of a fulfilling of the require- 
ments of the law in the case of those who come under the controlling influence 
of the new principle ; (2) the fact that, where this new principle thus gains 
control, the “mind” is wholly turned towards the things of the Spirit, which 
are the exact opposite to those of the flesh ; and (3) the declaration that if a 
man has this ‘‘mind’’—though his bodily part remains still subject to death 
on account of sin—his spiritual part is already possessed of life because of 
| righteousness. The entire context, therefore, points in one direction and to 
one conclusion. The same general thought is brought out in Gal. v. 18 ff., 
where the statement that, in case we are led by the Spirit, we are not under 
the law [i.e. its condemnation], is founded upon an enumeration of the fruits 
of the Spirit, against which the law has no condemnatory judgment to pro- 
nounce. The man has ceased to sin, having been made free, and hence can- 
not be condemmed. 

It must be borne in mind here, as in chap. yi., that the Apostle is in this en- 
tire section of the Epistle discussing an objection to his doctrine—that it tends 
to sin,—and is showing that there is no such tendency, When he describes 
the state of the man who has become a Christian, therefore, he naturally pre- 
sents it in accordance with the ideal involved in the doctrine. In the realiza- 
tion of this ideal there is and must be a complete change of masters and govern- 
ing principles at the turning-point of life. All before this is under sin ; all 
after this under Christ, the Spirit, righteousness. The doctrine is thus com- 
pletely vindicated, when it is exhibited in its true light. That individual hu- 
man experience does not always answer to this ideal is plainly admitted by the 
Apostle in the fact that, immediately after these verses, he exhorts the Chris- 
tian readers to conform their lives to the doctrine, ver. 12 (cf. vi. 12, Gal. v. 
25). But whether the individual believer does thus live or not, the legitimate 
tendency of the doctrine itself is the same ; and, wherever he does not, the 
same exhortation, and this only, is the one to be given. 


XCII. Ver. 2-11. 


In the passage extending from ver. 2 to ver. 11 the following points may be 
noticed. - (a) The connection of év Xp, ’Inooi (ver. 2) with 7Aev8épwoev, which 
is favored by Meyer, is to be preferred. Meyer founds this view of the con- 
struction upon ver. 3. Weiss, in his ed. of Mey., inserts, in place of ‘‘ ver. 3,”’ 
‘‘ the manifest reference to roic év Xp. "Ino. ver. 1.’” We may properly include 
both of the verses alluded to, and also vii. 25a, in the argument, for this 
verse has a close relation to them all, and they all support this understanding 
of the sentence. (b) The textual reading oe after 7Aev9. is placed by West. and 
Hort. (as by Tisch., 8th ed.) in the text. They indicate doubts, however, re- 
specting its genuineness, and in their ‘‘ Notes on Select Readings,”’ after 
presenting the facts of the case, they say, ‘‘The distribution of documents, 
combined with internal evidence, favors the omission of both pronouns ;” 
adding the remark (comp. Meyer), ‘‘ce, @ very unlikely reading, is probably only 
an early repetition of—oce.” [i.e. from #Aevbépwoe.]. Weissed. Mey., on the 
other hand, seems to regard the substitution of we for ce by a copyist as readily 
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to be supposed, by reason of the Jand me of the preceding context. The con- 
nection of the verse with the preceding context certainly favors strongly the 
reading ve, as compared with oe. But, while it must be admitted that this fact 
might have induced a copyist to change the text from ce to je, a careful obser- 
vation of the progress of the thought will lead rather to the conviction that the 
Apostle himself wrote ue, as still bringing forward his own personality. (c) 
The law of sin and of death, from which the man is freed, is the same law which 
is mentioned at the end of vii. 23, to whose power he was always brought into 
captivity before the deliverance. The addition of rov Oavdrov is suggested by 
vii. 24. (d) The sense in which xaréxpwe (ver. 3) is to be understood must be 
determined (1) by the force of the verb itself ;—it is a judicial word, and hence 
we must find in it this element ; (2) by év rg capxi, which qualifies the verb i— 
this denotes the sphere within which the condemnation was effective ; (3) by 
Td adbvarov tov vduov ;—this phrase, being appositional with the sentence of 
which xaréxpive is the leading verb, shows that the condemnation referred to is 
one which the law could not accomplish ; (4) by év @ nobéver did THE cupKde ;— 
these words contain the ground of this inability of the law; (5) by the fact 
that throughout the entire passage from vii, 14 to this point duupria is con- 
ceived of in the light of a master and lord. Sin is declared in this verse, 
therefore, to be condemned, not in the ordinary meaning of the word, but in a 
peculiar one. In the ordinary sense, the law could condemn it. It could pro- 
nounce judgment and secure the infliction of penalty. To this end there was 
no weakness of the law through the flesh. But in the sense of a judicial deposing 
of sin from its lordship, and of excluding it from the domain. where it had held 
sway, the Mosaic law had no power of condemnation. It was hopelessly weak 
as related to the accomplishment of this result, because of that element of 
man’s nature over which sin ruled. It could reveal the will of Godand demand 
righteousness, but, by reason of what is set forth in vii. 14-23, could do no 
more. This practical, or as Meyer calls it de facto, condemnation is, according- 
ly, what was in the writer’s mind. (e) The means by which God effected 
what the law had not been able to accomplish was the sending of his Son év 
dfowopate oapKoe duapriac kat wept duapriac. In the former of these two phrases 
the genitive duapriac is not to be explained, with Meyer, as a gen. of quality, 
but, with Weiss ed. Mey., as expressing the relation of sin as amaster. In the 
latter phrase the same idea is probably suggested, and thus the preposition, 
which is indefinite in itself, is to be taken, not as involving the thought of an 
offering for sin, but as referring to the destruction of sin’s power. As Weiss 
justly remarks, these verses speak of sin only with respect to this point. The 
Son was sent éy caps (as Meyer also says), but not év capki duapriac, only év 
duoww. capk, du. He was sent with reference (repi) to sin in different senses, 
but here the attention of the reader is confined to the one sense indicated by the 
context. Meyer, on the other hand, holds that in Tept du. is contained the 
whole category of the relations in which Christ stood to sin. (f) In accordance 
with all that has been said, and with all the indications of the passage, dixaiwua, 
ver. 4, must be interpreted as meaning ordinance, requirement, ‘‘ what the law lays 
down as its rightful demand ”’ (Meyer). The end in view of the condemnation 
is the fulfilment of this demand. This verse, accordingly, confirms the view 
of the preceding verse which has been stated, and, in its turn, has its own true 
meaning indicated and established by what the former verse declares. (g) In 
ver. 7) the ground on which is founded the affirmation that the mind of the flesh 
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is enmity against God is set forth in the words, ‘‘for it does not subject itself 
to the law of God ;” and then this latter statement is strengthened by the 
clause ‘‘for not even can it do so.”’ This oi divara: and similar phrases else- 
where are not to be regarded as stating anything respecting the ability or ina- 
bility of the will, as a faculty, to rid itself of the dominion of sin. What is 
said here is only that the mind of the flesh cannot subject itself, etc. It can- 
not, because a thing cannot be its opposite. If the man, in the exercise of his 
will, submits to God, the mind of the flesh, ipso facto and at that moment, 
ceases to exist. (h) Vv. 10, 11 state what is already secured for the Christian 
while he lives on earth, according to the proper idea of the doctrine of justifica- 
tion by faith, and what will be realized hereafter. Already in this life, so far 
as the rveiwa is concerned, there is (w7 because of righteousness, but neverthe- 
less the body is dead. Hereafter the body of the believer is to share in the 
Con, and thus the work of the deliverer from the power of sin is to be completed. 
That dixacootvn here means conformity to right, and not righteousness by faith, 
is indicated by the context, even from the beginning of this section. Weiss 
ed. Mey. recognizes this, rejecting the view of Meyer. vexpéy clearly refers to 
physical death (comp. @vyr4, ver. 11), and the sentence is put in this form for the 
purpose of contrast with C7 :—the spirit is life, the body is dead. So far as 
relates to the matter of time, the death of the body is, for the living man, a 
thing of the future. Meyer takes the sentence proleptically. Weiss regards it 
as said from the standpoint of the end of life, when the result which Christ 
accomplishes for us here is made manifest. The view of Meyer seems more 
correct, for the declaration with regard to the spirit (as shown by the preced- 
ing verses) has reference to what is before the end. (i) With respect to the 
manner of the Cworoeiv, or the view which we are to regard the Apostle as 
holding concerning the resurrection, it is to be remarked that his most full 
and distinct utterance on this subject is found in 1 Cor. xv. Expressions of a 
more general nature, like the present—at least those written so soon after- 
wards—must be explained, in their minuter points, by that chapter. Evident- 
ly Paul did not look for a literal resurrection of the earthly body. (j) As to 
the textual reading in ver. 11, it must be admitted that the thought of the pre- 
ceding verses points strongly towards 6.d 10 évoixotv... Tveiia. The fact, also, 
which is urged by many, that the Spirit is not represented inthe N. T. as the 
instrumental agent in the resurrection, favors the same text. In a case where 
the external evidence is so nearly evenly divided as it is here, the evidence 
derived from the passage itself may properly have great weight. Tisch. 8th 
ed., West. and Hort, R. V., adopt the genitive reading ; W. & H. and R. V., 
however, record the other in the margin. Tregelles, Alford, Godet, Weiss, 
Gifford, and others prefer the accusative reading. 


XCIII. Ver. 12. dpa obv dderdérac éopév x.7.2. 


The remarks of Meyer on this verse are evidently correct. It may be added, 
(a) that the statement of the former part of the verse involves and (though the 
thought is expressed only on the negative side) is equivalent in substance to 
an exhortation to the readers to make their living correspond with the ideal . 
indicated (see preceding notes) ; and (b) that the cause of the omission of the 
positive part (but to the Spirit, etc.) is undoubtedly the same which we 
discover in many other instances—namely, that the writer is led away by his 
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desire to introduce the proof of the negative part, and, after this has been 
presented, regards the positive as suggested with sufficient clearness for his 


purpose. 


XCIV. Ver. 17. eimep ovutdoxopev iva kal ovvdosacbaper, 


The connection both of the clauses and the thought is very close from ver. 12 
to ver. 17a. But a new thought is evidently suggested in ver. 17b. ‘We 
are heirs, if we suffer,” etc. To this new thought the entire passage vv. 18-39 
is attached. It may be noticed, as connected with 17), that iva seems to ex- 
press the end in view which belongs to the very idea of cvurdoyouev, rather 
than that which alone moves the man thus to suffer : If we move on in that course 
of suffering in union with Christ which looks, as it also leads, to a union with Him in 
glory. It may also be remarked that civep assumes the condition as a fact, and 
although the position of Hermann ad Viger. p. 834, referred to by Grimm and 
many commentators, may be admitted—that this particle is used ‘‘ de re, quae 
esse sumitur, sed in incerto relinquitur utrum jure an injuria sumatur’’— 
yet in the N. T. it is found almost universally (if not, indeed, without any 
exception in cases where it is not joined with some other particle), as it is 
here, in suppositions which are clearly regarded by the writer as justly assumed. 
As in ver. 9 he takes it for granted, since they are Christians, that the readers 
(jueic) have the Spirit of God dwelling in them—and considers himself justified 
in so taking it,—so here he presents a condition which, as he holds, will nat- 
urally be fulfilled by the followers of Christ to whom he was writing. For the 
use of eitep comp. ver. 9, also Rom. iii. 30 (where some texts read éreizep), 
1 Cor. viii. 5 ; 2 Cor. v. 3 (where Tisch. and W. & Hort read etye); 2 Thess. i. 6 ; 
1 Pet. ii. 3 (when 8* A B read ei). With dpa it occurs in 1 Cor. xv. 15, where 
dpa conveys the idea of in the case supposed in the preceding context. In that — 
case it may be justly held that the dead are not raised. 


XCV. Ver. 18 ff. 


The relation of vv. 18-39 to ver. 17b is correctly given by Meyer. The pas- 
sage sets forth three grounds of encouragement to endure the sufferings which 
are to end in the glory. The first of these is connected with the future and 
with hope. The other two relate to the present life. Weiss ed. Mey. objects 
to this view on the ground that ver. 17 does not contain an exhortation. It does 
not, indeed, in form, but it does by way of suggestion and through its close union 
with ver. 18. That the latter verse is introduced as a reason for something 
which precedes it, is evident from the ydép with which it opens. That the 
particular thing to which it refers is the entire clause, cvurdoyopev twa kai 
ovrdvEac%auer, is indicated by the fact that it compares tne sufterings with the 
glory. That the reference is to this clause as suggesting an exhortation we must 
hold, because there is no proof given in the verse of the only fact stated in ver. 
17b—namely, that we are God’s heirs and Christ’s fellow-heirs if, or only if, we 
suffer, etc. Weiss admits that this fact, considered in itself, is not established 
by ver. 18, but regards. the verse as proving that, whereas the suffering might 
seem to be inconsistent with that fatherly love of God on which our confidence 
in the final consummation of our salvation must depend, there was, nevertheless, 
to the mind of Paul, no such inconsistency. To any inconsistency of this sort 
or any difficulty likely to arise in connection with it, however, there is no 
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allusion in ver. 18 or the verses which follow ; the first clearly manifest sug- 
gestion of such an idea being found near the close of the chapter, and in what 
must be considered as another paragraph, —at vv. 35, 36. 

According to Godet, ‘‘Paul seemed, in the previous verses, to assume that 
the work had already reachedsits goal, and that nothing remained but to pass 
into glory.’’ The words of 17b are added to remove this possible misapprehen- 
sion of his meaning, and in connection with them he is led to ‘ develop two 
ideas,’’ ver. 18 ff. : (1) ‘‘the world’s state of misery in its present condition 
demonstrated by the groaning of the creation, by that of believers themselves, 
and by that of the Holy Spirit,” and (2) the certainty, notwithstanding all, of 
the future glory. But this view seems less simple, natural, and accordant with 
the progress of the thought, and must be rejected. 


XCVI. Ver. 18-25. 


The relation of the verses in this passage is indicated by the repeatedly 
occurring yap. (a) Ver. 19 is introduced as a confirmation of ver. 18. Meyer 
thinks it is intended to prove the certainty suggested by the emphatic péAAovoap ; 
but, though this participle has a prominence by reason of its position, it does 
not apparently contain the main thought of the verse—which is, that the 
glory, which is certainly to be revealed, far outweighs the present sufferings, It 
is, then, the greatness of the glory, rather than its indubitableness, which we 
must regard as in the Apostle’s mind in ver. 18 also. If even the xriow (the 
entire irrational creation) is patiently waiting for the revelation of this 
glory, with earnest expectation, it must be something with which “the light 
afflictions which are but for a moment”’ can bear no comparison. (b) Vv. 20, 21 
give the ground of the fact that the xriovg thus waits with expectation—namely, 
because its original subjection to the law of decay was accompanied by a hope 
for itself of future deliverance from the bondage of corruption, and of participa- 
tion in the freedom therefrom which belongs to the glorified state of the chil- 
dren of God. (c) Ver. 22 presents a proof of the statement of vv. 20, 21. This 
statement is not that the xriowe was subjected to vanity, but that it was thus 
subjected in hope. The view of Meyer, at this particular point, must, therefore, 
be correct. The ever-continued sighing for deliverance indicates the hope of 
it. (d) With regard to ver. 23, however, it seems better, with Weiss ed. Mey., 
to hold that its connection is with ver. 18, and that it has a sort of parallelism 
with ver. 19, than, with Meyer, to make it a climax of the proof of the é7’ 
éArids of ver. 20. From ver. 19 to ver. 22 the waiting expectation of the xriouc 
is presented and explained. The similar longing and waiting of the children 
of God themselves is now set forth. We who have the first-fruits of the Spirit, 
Paul says, groan within ourselves, waiting out the completeness of our adoption, 
the redemption of the body. This, which has been already alluded to in 
vy. 10, 11, as not yet accomplished, but as the promise of the future, is the 
final consummation of that which Christ works out for us through the deliver- 
ance referred to in vii. 25. The body is redeemed from the power of sin, 
which causes its death, and is made free from the bondage of corruption. (e) 
Ver. 24 adds a reason for ‘‘ our” groaning and looking forward ; that the salva- 
tion which ‘‘ we’’ gained as we entered the Christian life was a salvation in 
hope, and not in the actual experience of all that it involves, By this word 
*‘hope,” the thought is brought into a correspondence with the idea of hope as 
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predicated of the xriou ; and the two together give the double proof, not simply 
of the certainty, but of the greatness of that which awaits the sons of God. 
(f) Having thus developed his thought, the Apostle turns, at the close of the 
paragraph, to an inference which includes within itself an exhortation. If our 
condition is one of hopeful expectation of a glory which we do not yet realize, 
we may well wait for it with a steadfast endurance under whatever sufferings 
we may be called to experience. 


XCVII. Vv. 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25. 


As regards the individual words and phrases of the passage, the following 
points may be noticed : (a) tov viv Karpov does not necessarily indicate that the 
Parousia was, to the Apostle’s thought, near at hand, but may imply this, and is 
entirely consistent with any statements of the Epistles which convey this idea. 
The. evidence for or against the view that he had this thought must, however, 
be sought elsewhere. (b) ei¢ jude. This form of expression shows, not that 
the revelation of the glory is to us or in us, but that it finds its end—terminates, 
as it were—in us. Hence we have, also, in ver. 19 the revelation of the sons of 
God. R. V. renders ‘to us-ward.’’ Godet says, ‘‘in and for us.” (c) amokapa- 
doxia, arexdéxerat. There is here a personifying of the xrioic so far that the 
imperfection and perishableness seen everywhere in nature, which suggest the 
idea of, and seem to demand, an answering perfection, are conceived as a 
longing desire and earnest hope for this completeness. (d) That the explana- 
tion of «riow given by Meyer is the right one is satisfactorily proved by the ar- 
guments and suggestions presented in his note. (e) wataérntt refers to the 
perishableness alluded to above, or the law of decay to which all things in the 
natural world are subject. The subjection, however, is not a hopeless and 
perpetual one. (f) dr. Tisch. (8) reads with 8 D* FG, dvé7, and Weiss 
ed. Mey. regards this as probably the original text, the first syllable having 
subsequently been omitted by reason of the occurrence of the same letters at 
the end of the next preceding word, éAridi. If we read d:érs we must, and if ore 
we may, translate because. It is apparently, however, much more in the Apos- 
tle’s line of thought here to state the contents of the hope—namely, that there 
will be a deliverance, than to declare this fact as a ground of the affirmation 
that there was a subjecting in hope. This being the case, and the external evi- 
dence being strong for 67. (A BC De EK LP, etc.), it seems better to adopt 
this reading with W. & Hort, and to translate, as R. V. text, that. The other text 
and rendering are, however, properly recognized by R. V. in the margin. (9) 
That déénc is not equivalent to an attributive adjective belonging to éAeviepiav 
(A. V. the glorious liberty), is clear not only from the universal usage of the N. T., 
but also because of the dovAeiac rij¢ ¢0pa¢ which precedes. The genitivesin both 
cases, it may be added, are not gen. of apposition (the bondage which consists 
in corruption, etc.),as Meyer holds, but rather gen. of possession or the gen. 
indicating that the bondage and freedom appertain to the corruption and glory. 
The contrast between gfopdc and déén¢, and the connection with uaradéryt: and 
éArids of the previous clause, make it evident that ¢9op4, as here used, corre- 
sponds substantially with wataiérnc. (h) avrot Thy arapyny Tov rvevpuatog ExovTEC. 
The view of Meyer with reference to these words must be rejected, because 
there seems to be no occasion for thus referring to the first believers in distine- 
tion from others ; because we do not find this idea expressed elsewhere by 
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similar words ; and because there is nothing in the context to suggest such an 
interpretation. The context, on the other hand, suggests the thought of the 
perfected condition connected with the déga. The first-fruit of this perfec- 
tion is the gift of the Spirit bestowed already upon the Christian. The evident 
connection in thought between this verse and vv. 10, 11 renders it almost 
certain that this is the true meaning, and that the genitive tvetjuaroc is apposi- 
tional. (it) viofecia in connection with arexdey is used in a peculiar sense. 
It does not here designate the adoption which takes place at the beginning of 
the Christian life (cf. ver. 15 ; also Gal. iv. 5; Eph. i. 5), but the full realization 
of what that adoption involves in itself and brings to the soul in the future. (j) 
The word aroditpwou is used, apparently, because, in the passage to which this 
paragraph is attached (vii. 25—-viii. 17), the Apostle has set forth the effects of 
Christ’s work of deliverance, together with their present limitations. In the 
redemption from the power of sin, the body participates latest. Death is the 
last enemy destroyed (1 Cor. xv. 26). (k) TH éAmids éowbnuev] The aorist tense 
points to the time of conversion (vii. 25), and éAidc denotes the respect in 
which salvation was then secured. The dative, as Winer and Meyer express 
the idea of it, ‘‘ designates the sphere to which the predicate is to be conceived 
as confined.” Jn hope, not by hope, is thus the meaning, So the Amer. Ap- 
pendix to R. V., as against the rendering of R. V. text. That this is the cor- 
rect view is indicated (1) by the fact that this clause is introduced as account- 
ing for our longing desire for a future completeness. We have this longing 
because we have thus far attained full salvation only in hope ; (2) by the 25th 
verse, which refers to us as having something before us not yet realized, and 
accordingly as being still within the region of hope and expectation ; (3) by the 
parallelism of ver, 23 with vv. 21, 22, which is connected with this word ; (4) 
by the fact alluded to by Meyer and others, that, while Paul represents us as 
saved by faith, he does not represent us as saved by hope. 


XCVIII. Ver. 28. roic kara rpd0eow KAnroic. 


These words are added as confirming the statement of the earlier part of the 
verse. ‘The purpose of God is placed at the foundation of the assurance that 
all things do, and must, work together for good to those who love Him. The 
strength of the assurance is the certainty (vv. 29, 30) that God’s purpose 
will be carried out. The persons whom He foreknew and predestinated He 
will glorify at the end. No sufferings or afflictions can prevent the result, or 
issue in final evil. The doctrine of predestination, so far as it is alluded to 
here, is not presented for its own sake, as if the Apostle would set it forth in 
detail ; it is introduced incidentally, and as subordinate to the main thought 
which is expressed in ver. 28a. It will be noticed, also, that it is introduced— 
as, indeed, it is generally by the N. T. writers who refer to it at all—at the 
point where it gives encouragement to the believer. If he believes and loves 
God he may have all hope and confidence, for his eternal life rests on the pre- 
destinating purpose. The presentation of it where it burdens the mind with 
difficulties and throws it into doubts belongs to post-apostolic times. 


XCIX. Ver. 28. mpoéyvw. 


That zpoéypw has a different meaning from zpodpicev is proved not only by 
the fact that they occur, as different words, in the same sentence, but also by 
the manifest intention of the Apostle to move on from step to step in a progress 
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from the first beginning to the final consummation. This progressive devel- 
opment of the sentence, moreover, shows that what is indicated by mpoéyvw pre- 
cedes in the order of sequence that to which zpowp. refers. Meyer maintains 
that zpoéyvw never in the N. T. means anything else than to know beforehand, 
and affirms, also, the impossibility of proving that in classic usage it ever has 
any other signification. But, whether this view is pressed to an absolute nega- 
tive or not, both common usage and the facts of vv. 29, 30 render it altogether 
probable that foreknow is the meaning here. Before the adoption of His plan 
of creation, God foreknew what persons under the circumstances and con- 
ditions involved in the plan would love Him. These persons He—even by and 
with the adoption of the plan —predestinated to be conformed to the image of 
His Son. In the development of the plan He calls and justifies them, and, at 
the end, He will give them the glory of the sons of God. The successive parts 
of the fulfilment which are accomplished in the present or the future are all 
carried by the Apostle’s form of expression into the past (see the aorist tenses 
throughout), since he desired to gather them up into and centre them all in the 
eternal purpose. 


C. Vv. 33-35. O8dc 6 dixardv k.T.A. 


The explanation of these clauses given by Meyer, following Erasmus and 
the Greek fathers, is, as Dr. Gifford says, ‘‘the only one that fully preserves 
the simplicity, freedom, and vigor of this loftiest flight of Christian elo- 
quence.’’ Meyer’s arguments for this explanation and against others are 
sufficient, Among the very recent commentators, however, Godet and Weiss 
object to this view and adopt that of Luther, Calvin, and others, mentioned in 
Meyer’s note. Godet’s objections are the following: (1) The question : who 
will condemn, cannot be the reproduction, negatively, of the question, who will 
accuse, To this may be answered : It is not such areproduction ; it is a part 
of the reply to that question. The thought, presented apart from the inter- 
rogative form, is this: If no one can condemn when God justifies, there will 
appear no accuser to bring any charge against those for whom God’s justifying 
judgment is sure. (2) A then would be indispensable in the questions, who 
shall condemn and who shall separate. But why indispensable? It might have 
been inserted, had such been the desire of the writer. But, when we consider 
the form of the sentence, *‘ God is the one who justifies, who is the one who 
condemns?” the insertion cannot be deemed necessary. Indeed, such an 
insertion would weaken the force of the two abruptly contrasted clauses. (3) 
The question, who shall separate, finds its answer in ver. 39: nothing shall 
separate, and hence cannot express the conclusion of what precedes. The more 
correct view of ver. 39, or of vv. 35b-39, however, is that they do not so much 
‘answer the question of ver. 35a, as unfold the negative which is involved in it. 
These verses add no new idea to that which ver. 35a has already suggested. (4) 
This question, who shall separate, is followed by an enumeration of the sufferings 
which are calculated to separate the believer from his Saviour, and thus we are 
prohibited from regarding this question as a conclusion. The reply to this is | 
very simple. They may be “calculated,” indeed, thus to separate him ; he © 
may be apprehensive that they will ; but the declaration of the Apostle is that 
they actually will not, and this is the very conclusion involved in the question, 
‘who shall separate us?’ Weiss, on the other hand, calls the explanation 
unnatural, and says that it forces a@ meaning upon what, when taken in a 
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natural and simple way, would not suggest it. It seems difficult to understand, 
however, in what manner Paul could have expressed himself more simply and 
naturally, if he had desired to bring the two clauses into a contrasted paral- 
lelism with each other, than by writing these words, Oed¢ 6 dixaiov: tic 6 
kataxpivov; Why, in case he wished to make the latter question parallel with ric 
éyxadéoet (as Weiss holds), did he take pains to put it in a form which corre- 
sponds, not with this phrase, but with the other? The course adopted might, 
at the least, mislead the reader. Paul must have known, it would seem, that it 
probably would mislead him. 


‘ite 
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CHAPTER IX. 


Ver. 3. The verbal order avdQeua eivas airic éyS (recommended by Griesb., 
adopted by Lachm. and Tisch.) receives preponderant attestation from A B D 
E F G, min., vss., and Fathers; as also from &, reading eiva: before avad. 
Erroneously attached to niydunr, abtic éyé became placed before avab. (Elz.). 
—Ver. 4. ai diabjxaL] B D E F G, min., Vulg., with several Fathers, read 7 
Sabyxn, which Lachm, has adopted. An alteration, because the plural was 
understood of the Old and New Test. (Gal. iv. 24), and yet the latter could not 
be considered as a privilege of the Jews. — Ver. 11. xaxév] Lachm. and Tisch. 
read gaiAov, according to A B &, min., Or. Cyr. Damasc. Rightly; the more usual 
opposite of ayalév easily intruded. — Ver. 15, The order tq Mwicei yap is 
decidedly to be received, with Lachm. and Tisch., following BDEFG 8. 
The Recepta r. y. M. isa mechanical alteration. — Ver. 16. éAeodvtoc] A B* D 
F GP 8, 39, read éAedvtoc ; so Lachm. and Tisch. But since in no other pas- 
sage of the N. T. is 2Aedw, the form belonging to the xoiv7 (see Htym. M. 327. 30), 
to be found ; and in ver. 18 only D* F G have éAed instead of éAeec (and yet in 
both places Paul doubtless used one form) ; it is most probable that Q instead 
of OY was merely an early copyist’s error, which, as the form -aw was actually 
in existence, became diffused, and also induced in some Codd. the alteration 
éAed in ver, 18 (so Tisch. 7). — Ver. 27.caréAeupa] A B S&* Eus, read bréAepua ; 
so Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly ; see LXX. Isa. x. 22. — Ver. 28. év dixasocdvy, 
bre Adyov ovvterunuévorv] is wanting in A B &*, 23*, 47*, 67**, Syr. Aeth. Erp. 
Copt. Eus. Damasc. Aug. It certainly bears the suspicion of being an addition 
from the LXX. ; but its deletion, which Lachm, and Tisch. 8 have carried out, 
is precluded by the ease with which it was possible for transcribers to turn 
from ovrtéuvwv at once to ovrretunuévov. — Ver. 31. The second dixaoobyy¢ is 
wanting in A BDEG 8, 47, 67**, 140, Copt. It. Or. and several Fathers, and 
is marked with an obelus in F. Omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8. But the 
omission admits of no sense accordant with the context. See the exeg. notes. 
The weight of the omitting codd. is much diminished by the counter-testimony 
of ancient vss. (including Syr. and Vulg.) and of most Greek Fathers. The 
omission itself might easily, from the frequent recurrence of the word in vv. 
30, 31, occur through a homoeoteleuton, which led, in the first instance, to the 
disappearance of the words ei¢ véu. dixacooivye (they are still absent from 2 
min.), followed by their incomplete restoration. — Ver. 32. véuov] Wanting in 
A BF G&*, min., Copt. Vulg., and several Fathers. Rightly deleted by 
Lachm. and Tisch. A defining addition. —The ydp after rpooéxopay, which is 
wanting in AB D* FG &* 47*, Copt. It. Vulg. ms, Goth. Ambr. Ruf. Dam. 
(and is omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8), is simply a connective insertion. — 
Ver. 33. rac] has preponderant evidence against it, and must, with Lachm. 
and Tisch., be struck out. An addition from x, 11, where it stands in all the 
witnesses. 
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Chap. ix.-xi.’ [See Note CI. p. 396.] On the non-participation hitherto of 
the greater part of the Jews in the Christian plan of salvation ; and. specially 
(a) the lamentation over this (ix. 1-5) ; (6) the Theodicée on its account (ix. 
6-29) ; (c) the fault thereof, which rests upon the Jews themselves (ix. 30- 
33 and x. 1-21) ; (d) the consolation in reference to this (xi. 1-32), with 
final giving glory to God (xi. 33-36). Paul could not do otherwise, he must 
still settle this great problem ; this is inevitably demanded by all that had 
gone before. For if the whole previous treatise had as its result, that only 
believers were the recipients of the promised salvation, and if nevertheless 
the Messianic promise and destination to salvation had their reference in 
the first place (comp. i. 16) to the Israelites, concerning whom, however, 
experience showed that they were for the most part unbelieving (comp. John 
i. 11), this contradictory relation thus furnished an enigma, which Paul, with 
his warm love for his people, could least of all evade, but in the solution of 
which he had on the contrary to employ all the boldness and depth of his clear 
insight into the divine plan of redemption (Eph. iii. 4 ff.). The defence of the 
efficacy of his Gentile apostleship (Th. Schott, and in another way Mangold and 
Sabatier) is not the object of the sectionthat object Paul would have known 
how to meet directly—but such a defence results indirectly from it, since we 
sce from the section how fully the apostle had recognized and comprehended 
his place in connection with the divine plan of salvation. The problem itself, 
the solution of which is now taken in hand by the apostle, was sufficiently 
serious and momentous to be treated with so much detail in this great and 
instructive letter to the important mixed community of the world’s capital, 
which, however, does not thereby appear to have been a Jewish-Christian 
one. 

Vv. 1-8.*} The new section is introduced without connection with the 
foregoing, but in a fervent outburst of Israelitish patriotism, the more sorrow- 
ful by contrast with the blessedness of the Christian previously extolled and 
so deeply experienced,by the apostle himself. This sorrow might be deemed 
incredible, after the joyous triumph which had just been exhibited. Hence 
the extremely urgent asseveration with which he begins : truth I speak in 
Christ, that is, in my fellowship with Christ ; év X. is the element, in which 
his soul moves. Just so Eph. iv. 17; 1 Thess. iv. 1; 2 Cor. ii. 17, xii. 19. 
The explanation adopted by most of the older commentators (especially 
Joh. Capellus, Clericus, Locke), and by Noésselt, Koppe, Béhme, Flatt, 
Reiche, Kéllner, and others, of év in the’ sense of adjuration, is a perfectly 


~ 


- 1 On this section, see Nésselt in his Opusc. Deutsche Theol. 1857, p.54 f.; Lamping, Pauli 


I. p. 141 ff.; Beck, Vers. e. pneumatisch her- 
meneutischen Entwickel. d. neunten Kap., 
etc., Stuttg. 1833; Steudel in the Twi. 
Zeitschr. 1836, I. p. 1 ff.; Baur, id. III. p. 59 ff.; 
Haustedt in Pelt’s Mitarbeiten, 1838, 3; 
Meyer, #b.; Hofmann, Schriftbew. I. p. 240 ff.; 
Krummacher, Dogma von der Gnadenwahl, 
Duisb. 1856, p. 142 ff. (though less for the 
purpose of strict scientific exegesis) ; Weiss, 
Pridestinationslehre ad, Ap. P.in the Jahrb. f. 





* style, 


de praedest. decreta, Leovard. 1858, p. 127 ff.; 
Beyschlag; @. Paulin. Theodicee Rom. ix.-xi., 
1868 ; also Th. Schott and Mangold. — Ac- 
cording to Weisse’s criticism, based on 
the whole section, chap. ix.-xi., 
would be an interpolation ; according to the 
view on which Baur proceeds (see Introd. 
§ 8), the three chapters would be the chief - 
portion of the whole epistle. 

2 On vy. 1-5, see Winzer, Progr. Lips. 1832. 
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arbitrary departure both from the manner of the apostle, who never swears 
by Christ, and also from Greek usage, which would have required rpé¢ 
with the genitive (Kthner, II. 1, p. 448 ; Ellendt, Lev. Soph. II. p. 647) ; 
and cannot at all be justified from Matt. v. 34, LXX. Jer. v. 7, Dan. xii. 7, 
Rev. x. 6, because in these passages éuview expressly stands beside it. — oi 
wetdouat] mpérepov dé diaBeBacovtat wept Ov médAct Aéyerv’ brep ToAdoic og Tout, 
brav méAAwoi Te Aéyey Tapa Tog TOAACIC arLoTObuevov (comp. e.g. Acts xxi. 21), 
kai brrép ob opddpa éavrobe eiot wemeckétes, Chrys. Compare 1 Tim. ii. 7. Con- 
versely, Lys. iv. 12: petderac x. ovk dAnO7 Aéyer. — ovupapT. jot THC ovveELd. pov] 
ground assigned for the ov wetd.: since with me (agreeing with my express 
assurance) my conscience gives testimony. Compare ii. 15, vili. 16. — év rvebp. 
dyiy| is by no means to be connected with ric ovverd. nov (Grotius and sev- 
eral others, Semler, Ammon, Vater : ‘‘conscientia a Spiritu sancto guber- 
nata’’), because otherwise rj¢ would not be wanting ; but either with ov 
webdouac (Cramer, Morus, Nosselt, Koppe, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Winzer, 
Reiche, K6llner, Fritzsche ; of whom, however, only Winzer and Fritzsche 
take it not as an oath, but as equivalent to d¢ év rvebuarti dyiw ov), or—which 
is the nearest and simplest—with ovupyapt. (Beza, Béhme, Tholuck, Riick- 
ert, de Wette, Maier, Philippi, van Hengel, Hofmann, and others). Com- 
pare Matt. xxii. 43 ; Luke ii. 27 ; Mark xii. 36 ; 1 Cor. xii. 3. The testimony 
of his conscience, Paul knows, is not apart from the rveiua that fills him, but 
“‘Spiritu sancto duce et moderatore” (Beza) in that rveiua. And thus the 
. hegative od etd. receives its sacred guarantee through a concurrent testi- 
mony of the conscience év rvetuate dyiv, as the positive aA70. Aéyw had 
received it through év XpiorG. This very appropriate symmetry dissuades 
us from joining cvppapr. po. k.t.A. to dA90. Aéyo, So that ob pebd. would be 
only ‘‘ thrown in between” (Hofmann). — re Atmy «.7.4.| that, etc. A comma 
only preceding. Over what is this sorrow? Over the exclusion of a great 
part of the Jews from the Messianic salvation. With tender forbearance 
Paul does not express this, but leaves it to be gathered by the reader from 
what follows, in which he immediately, by ydp, assigns the ground for the 
greatness and continuance of his sorrow. — niyéunv| I would wish, namely, 
if the purport of the wish could be realized to the advantage of the Israel- 
ites. Comp. on Gal. iv. 20, where also no dv is annexed. But van Hengel 
takes it of a wish which had actually arisen in the mind of Paul amidst 
his continual sorrowfulness. So also Hofmann: the wish had entered 
his mind, though but momentarily. But a thing so incapable of being ful- 
filled he can scarce have actually wished ; he would only wish it, if it were 
capable of being fulfilled ; this is expressed by yiydunv, and that without dy, 
as a definite assurance ; comp. on Acts xxv. 22; Gal. iv. 20; Buttmann, 
neut. Gr. p. 187 [E. T. 217] ; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 178. On the wish itself, 
comp. Ex. xxxii. 32 .—dvd@eua] or, in the Attic form, avd0yua,'in Greek 
writers (also Luke xxi. 5; 2 Macc. ii. 13, et al.) a votive offering, corre- 
sponds frequently in the LXX. to the Hebrew 0, and means something 
devoted to God without redemption (Lev. xxvii. 28) ; then—in so far as such 


1 Lobeck, ad Phryn. pp. 249, 445, and Paralip. p. 391 ff. 
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a thing was devoted to the divine wrath, and destined to destruction (see 
Ewald, Alterth. p. 101 ff.)—something abandoned to destruction 3; & curse- 
offering. Sointhe N. T. See Gal. i. 8, 9, 1 Cor. xii. 3, xvi. 22, which 
passages at the same time prove that the (later) special sense of DIN, as 
denoting the Jewish curse of excommunication, is not to be here introduced. 
The destruction, to which Paul would fain yield himself on behalf of his 
brethren, is not to be understood of a violent death (Jerome, Limborch, 
Elsner, and others, also Michaelis, N dsselt, Flatt), but, as azd r. X. renders 
necessary, of the everlasting aréAea. It has been objected that the wish 
must thus be irrational (Michaelis : ‘a frantic prayer”) ; but the standard of 
selfish reflection is not suited to the emotion of unmeasured devotedness 
and love out of which the apostle speaks. Groundlessly, and contrary to 
Paul’s usage elsewhere, Hofmann weakens the positive notion of the ex- 
pression into the negative one of the being excluded Jrom Christ. This ele- 
ment is implied in ard rov X. as the specific accompanying relation of the 
avdbeua. Bengel well remarks that the modulus ratiocinationum nostrarum 
as little comprehends the love of the apostle, as does a little boy the animos 
heroum bellicorum. — airic éyd] belonging to elva: by attraction (Ktihner, IT. 
2, p. 996) : I myself, I, as far as my own person is concerned. Comp. on vii. 
25. Paul sees those who belong to the fellowship of his people advancing 
to ruin through their unbelief ; therefore he would fain wish that he himself 
were a curse-offering, if by means of this sacrifice of his own self he could 
only save the beloved brethren. The contrast, with reference to which atric 
éy® is here conceived, lies therefore in irép Tov adeAg. ov, whose unhappy 
state appears already in vv. 1, 2 so sad in the eyes of the apostle ; not in 
the duty of the apostle’s calling (Th. Schott) ; and least of all in a “‘nescio 
quis alius” (Fritzsche). Theodoret and Theophylact (comp. Chrysostom) 
refer back to viii. 39 (I myself, whom nevertheless nothing can separate, 
etc.) ; but this lies too far off. Van Hengel (after Krehl) : ‘‘Ipse ego, gui 
me in Christi communione esse dizi.” But év X. in the previous instance was 
merely an accessory definition. — azo roi X.] away from Christ, separated 
from Him. Comp. 2 Thess. i. 9; Gal. v. 4; 2 Cor. v. 6, xi. 8; Lev. 
XXvil. 29 ; and see generally, Nigelsbach on Jlias, p. 188, ed. 3 ; Ameis on 
Hom. Od. Anh. £, 525 ; Buttm. newt. Gr. p. 277 [E. T. 822]. Christ is not 
conceived as author of the avdd. (Nésselt, Morus, Flatt, and others) ; for amd 
(comp. Lev. xxvii. 29) does not stand for ixé, which latter D E @ actually 
read in consequence of this erroneous. view. — trép Tov adeAg. wov] iép is 
here also not instead of (Riickert, Tholuck, Olshausen, and many others), but 
Jor the advantage of, for their deliverance. Grotius aptly paraphrases : ‘‘ Si 
ea ratione illos ad justitiam veram et ad aeternam salutem possem per- 
ducere.” — xara o.] subjoined, without the connective of the article, as a 
familiar accessory definition, which blends with the principal word into a 
single notion. Comp. 1 Cor. x. 18 ; Eph. ii. 11, vi. 5. Moreover, there 
lies in the addition r. ovyy. yu. k. o. already something conveying with it the 
wish of love, and that from the natural side ; the theocratic grounds for it 
follow, ver. 4 ff. 


Ver. 4. Oirweg x.7.2.] quippe qui, who indeed ; & description—assigning the 
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motive for what is said in ver. 3—of the ddeAgév ard . . . odpxa according 
to their theocratic privileges, and first of all by significant designation ac- 
cording to their ancient and hallowed (Gen. xxxii. 28, xi. 1 ; 2 Cor. xi. 21 
f. ; Phil. iii. 5 ; John i. 48) national name ’IopayAira. To the latter are 
then attached the relative definitions, which are threefold (év... dv... é 
ov) ; the first of them embraces sa particulars connected by kai,—purely 
sacred-historical divine benefactions. — 7 viofecia] the adoption. They are 
those adopted by God into the place of children, which must of course be 
understood, not in the Christian (chap. viii.) but in the old theocratic sense, 
of their adoption, in contradistinction to all Gentile peoples, to be the people 
of God, whose Father is God. Comp. Ex. iv. 22 ff., xix. 5; Deut. xiv. 1, 
xxxii. 6 ; Hos. xi. 1, e¢ al. In the vio6ecia of the N. T. (see on viii. 15), the 
specific essence of which is the reconciliation obtained for Christ’s sake, 
there has appeared the antitype and the completion of that of the O. T. — 
kai 9 dda] The fivefold xai lends an emphatic weight to the enumeration. 7 
dééa is the glory kar’ éoxfv, i.e. WM N32 (Ex. xxiv. 16, xl. 34,35; 1 Kings 
vili. 10, 11 ; Ezek. i. 28 ; Heb. ix. 5), the symbolically visible essential com- 
munion of God, as it was manifested in the wilderness as a pillar of cloud 
and fire, and over the ark of the covenant ; the same as 72°DW, of which the 
Rabbins maintained (erroneously, according to Lev. xvi. 2) that it had hov- 
ered as a cloud of light continually over the ark of the covenant. See 
Ewald, ad Apoc. p. 311." But 7 déga is not the ark of the covenant itself 
(Beza, Piscator, Hammond, Grotius), for in 1 Sam. iv. 22 the ark of the 
covenant is not called ‘‘the glory of Israel,” but this is only predicated of it. 
Others understand the whole glory of the Jewish people in general (De Dieu, 
Calovius, Estius, Semler, Morus, Béhme, Benecke, K@llner, Gléckler, 
Fritzsche, Beck). Incorrectly, since it is merely individual privileges that 
are set forth. — ai diafjxac] not the tables of the law (Beza, Piscator, Pareus, 
Toletus, Balduin, Grotius, Semler, Rosenmiiller), which it cannot denote 
either in itself or on account of the following voyod.; nor yet the O. and 
NV. 7. (Augustine, Jerome, Calovius, and Wolf, in accordance with Gal. iv. 
24), which would be entirely unsuitable in respect of the N. T. ; but the 
covenants concluded by God with the patriarchs since Abraham. Compare 
Wisd. xviii. 22 ; Ecclus. xliv. 11; 2 Macc. viii. 15 ; Eph. ii. 12. —7 vopo- 
Gecia] The (Sinaitic) giving of the law. This is ‘‘una et semel habdita per 
Mosen ;” but the ‘‘testamenta frequenter statuta sunt,” Origen. There is no 
ground for taking it, with others (including Reiche, de Wette, Fritzsche), 
not of the act, but of the contents, like véuoc (why should not Paul have 
written this ?). Certainly, he who has the vouobecia has also the véyoc ; but 
on that account the two significations are to be kept distinct even in places 
like 2 Macc. vi. 23. The giving of the law was a work (comp. Plat. Legg. 
vi. p. 751 B: jeyddov rij¢ vopobeciac Epyov bvtoc), by which God, who Himself 
was the vouobé-7c, had distinguished the Israelites over all other peoples. — 
7) Aatpeia] the cultus Kaz’ é£oyhv, the service of Jehovah in the temple. Comp. 
Heb. ix. 1. It corresponds to the voyof., in consequence of which the Aarpeta 
came into existence ; just as the following ai érayyeAia (car é£oxfv, the col- 
lective Messianic promises) is correlative to the ai dcafjxa, on which the érayy. 
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were founded. The chéiasmus in this order of sequence (comp. Bengel) is not 
accidental ; but ai érayyedia: is intentionally put at the end, in order that 
now, after mention of the fathers, to whom in the first instance the promises 
were given, the Promised one Himself may follow. : 

Ver. 5.’ Now, after that first relative sentence with its six theocratic dis- 
tinctions, two other relative clauses introduce the mutually correlative per- 
sons, on whom the sacred-historical calling of Israel was based and was to 
reach its accomplishment. — oi rarépec] Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, who 
are per excellentiam the patriarchs, Ex. iii. 18, 15, iv. 5; Acts iii. 13, vii. 
32. — al é€ bv «.t.4.] The last and highest distinction of the Israelites : 
and from whom Christ descends, namely, according to the human phenomenal 
nature, as a human phenomenon, apart from the spiritually-divine side of His 
personality, according to which He is not from the Jews, but (as vid¢ Orod 
Regarded in the light of His 
supernatural generation, He would be also xara odpxa of God. Comp. Clem. 
Cor. I. 32: && avtov 6 Kbpiog "Inootcg 7d Kata odpxa. On the article ro x. dis 
see Heind. ad Gorg. p. 228 ; Buttm. neut. Gr. p. 84 [E. T. 95 f.]. The xai 
before é& dv forbids the reference of the latter to oi rarépec. — 6 dv int mév- 
twv Oed¢ ebAoy. sig t. aidvac] This passage, which has become of dogmatic 
importance, has received two different leading interpretations, by the side 
of which yet a third way, namely, by taking to pieces the relative sentence, 
came to be suggested. (1) The words are referred (placing a comma after 
odpxa) to Christ, who is God over all, blessed for ever.* So, substantially, Ire- 
naeus (Haer, iii. 16. 3), Tertullian (adv. Praaw. § 13, p. 2101, ed. Seml.), 
Origen, Cyprian, Epiphanius, Athanasius, Chrysostom, Theodore of Mop- 
suestia, Augustine, Jerome, Theodoret, and later Fathers ; Luther, Eras- 
mus, Paraphr., Flacius, Calvin, Beza, and most of the older expositors ; and 
of the later, Michaelis, Koppe, Tholuck, Flatt, Klee, Usteri, Benecke, Ols- 
hausen, Nielsen, Reithmayr, Maier, Beck, Philippi, Bisping, Gess, Krum- 
macher, Jatho, Hahn, Thomasius, Ebrard, Ritschl, Hofmann, Weiss, didi. 
Theol. p. 306, Delitzsch, and others ; in a peculiar fashion also, Herm. 
Schultz (see below) ; de Wette is undecided. (2) The words are regarded 
(placing a period after cdpxa, as do Lachm. and Tisch.) as a dowology to God, 
isolated from the foregoing : ‘‘ Blessed for ever be the God who is over all.” 
So none of the Fathers (as to those erroneously adduced by Wetstein, see 
Fritzsche, p. 262 ff.*), at least not expressly ; but Erasmus in his Aznot., 


Kata wvevua dywwovvyc, 1. 4) 18 ék Tov Oeod. 
’ 


1 See on ver. 5, Herm. Schultz, in the 
Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol. 1868, p. 462 ff., 
where also a list of the earlier literature is 
given; Grimm, in Hilgenfeld’s Zettschr. 
1869, p. 311 ff. Among the English oppo- 
nents of the Unitarians there is to be es- 
pecially noted, in defence of the orthodox 
explanation, Smith, Scripture Testimony to 
the Messiah, 1847, ed. 4, Il. p. 370 ff. 

2 So also the Catech. Racov. 159 f. But, in 
its view, since there are not two Gods, 
“qui natura sit Deus” cannot be under- 
stood. Conversely, Flacius infers from émi 


navtwv, that Christ is designated as natu- 
rdliter Deus. 

3 Yet the non-reference to Christ is in- 
directly implied in Ignatius, 7 as. inter- 
pol. 5 (ovK« avrés éoruv 6 emt mavTw @eds k.T.A.), 
and Phil. interpol. 7. Thereference to God 
is also found ina fragment ascribed to Diod- 
orus, in Cramer, Caten. p. 162, where it is 
said: ¢& avtav dysw 6 Xpuiotds. eds 5é ov 
évoy avtov, aAAd KoLW Em TavTwY éaTL Beds, 
In the Arian controversies our passage was 
not made use of. But at a later period it 
was triumphantly made available against 
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Wetstein, Semler, Stolz, and several others, and recently Reiche, Kéllner, 
Winzer, Fritzsche, Gléckler, Schrader, Krehl, Ewald, van Hengel, and, 
though not fully decided, Riickert.’ Now the decision, which of the two 
leading interpretations fits the meaning of the apostle, cannot be arrived at 
from the language used,’ since, so far as the words go, both may be equally 
correct [See Note CII. p. 396.] ; nor yet from the immediate connection, 
since with equal reason Paul might (by no means : must, against which is 
the analogy of ver. 3 ; and the divine in Christ did not belong here, as in i. 
3, necessarily to the connection) feel himself induced to set over-against the 
human side of the being of Jesus its divine side (as ini. 3), or might be de- 
termined by the recital of the distinctions of his nation to devote a doxology 
to God, the Author of these privileges, who therefore was not responsible 
for the deeply-lamented unbelief of the Jews ; just as he elsewhere, in pe- 
culiar excited states of piety, introduces a giving glory to God (i. 25 ; 2 
Cor. xi. 31 ; Gal. i. 5; comp. 1 Tim. i. 17). Observe, rather, with a view 
to a decision, the following considerations : Although our passage, referred 
to Christ, would term Him not 6 Oeéc, but (who is God over all) only Ged¢ pre- 
dicatively (without the article), and although Paul, by virtue of his essential 
agreement in substance with the Christology of John, might have affirmed, 
just as appropriately as the latter (i. 1), the predicative Oed¢ (of divine essence) 
of Christ, because Christ is also in Paul’s view the Son of God in a meta- 
physical sense, the image of God, of like essence with the Father, the agent 
in creation and preservation, the partaker in the divine government of the 
world, the judge of all, the object of prayerful invocation, the possessor of 
divine glory and fulness of grace (i. 4, x. 12 ; Phil. ii. 6; Col. i. 15 ff., ii. 
9; Eph. i. 20 ff. ; 1 Cor. viii. 6 ; 2 Cor. iv. 4, viii. 9) ; yet Paul has never * 


the Arians. Thus Oecumenius, ¢.g. ex- placed after odpxa. Such prepositional 


claims: évrad0a Aapmpdtata Oedv rov Xpiorov 
Ovopager & amdaTodos’ aigxvvOnte TpiodbAce 
“Apece, dxovwy mapa IavAov SofoAoyovmevov Tov 
Xpiorov Oedy adynO.vev |! Comp. Theophylact ; 
also Proclus, de fide, p. 583, who says gener- 
ally of our passage: mapeiodvowy cvKopartias 
amoorerxiger tots PidoAoddpors. In Cyril of 
Alexandria this passage is insisted on in 
opposition to the assertion of Julian, that 
only John calls Christ God; whilst the 
mpaxtixa Of the Synod of Ephesus make no 
reference to it, which is, however, care- 
fully done in the Synod of Antioch. See 
the passages in question in Tisch. 8, who 
also observes that, among the codd. C. L. 5, 
47, place a full stop after capxa. 

1 See also Baur, II. p. 231; Zeller, in the 
Theol. Jahrb. 1842, p. 51; Rabiger, Christol. 
Paul. p. 26 f.; Beyschlag, Christol. p. 210. 

2As van Hengel has attempted, who 
starts from the idea that the contrast to be 
thought of in 1d xara cdpxa (according to 
him: ‘“‘non quatenus spiritus divini parti- 
ceps erat’) excludes a wider antithesis, and 
therefore a point must necessarily be 


definitions with the accusative of the ar- 
ticle r6 or ra (See also Kiihner, IT. 1, p. 272) 
certainly denote a complete contrast, 
which is either expressly stated (as e.g. Xen. 
Cyr. v. 4.11, viv Td péev én’ emoi oixouat, Td & 
emt got céowopat: Plat. Min. p. 320 C; Rom. 
xii. 5, rd 5 xa’ eis), or may be self-evident 
from the context, as i. 15, xii. 18, and very 
frequently in the classics. The latter would, 
however, be the case in our passage ac- 
cording to the ancient ecclesiastical expo- 
sition, inasmuch as the contrast obviously 
implied in 7d xara capka would permit us 
mentally to supply a 7d Kata mvedua as sug- 
gesting itself after o ov. That self-evident 
negative antithesis: non quoad spiritum, 
would thus have in 6 @p émi rwavtwy @eds k.7.A. 
its positive elucidation. 

3 Not even in 2 Thess. i. 12 (in opposition 
to Hofmann’s invention), or in Eph. v. 5. 
As regards the Pastoral HMpistles, if they 
actually denominated Christ @eds, this 
would be one of the signs of a post-apos- 
tolic epoch. But not once do they do this. 
The most specious passage is still Tit. ii. 13, 
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used the express Oedé¢ of Christ, since he has not adopted, like John, the 
Alexandrian form of conceiving and setting forth the divine essence of 
Christ, but has adhered to the popular concrete, strictly monotheistic termin- 
ology, not modified by philosophical speculation even for the designation of 
Christ ; and he always accurately distinguishes God and Christ ; see, in 
opposition to such obscure and erroneous intermingling of ideas, Rich. 
Schmidt, Paulin. Christol. p. 149 ff. John himself calls the divine nature 
of Christ Oeé¢ only in the introduction of his Gospel, and only in the closest 
connection with the Logos-speculation. And thus there runs through the 
whole N. T. a delicate line of separation between the Father and the Son ; 
so that, although the divine essence and glory of the latter is glorified with 
the loftiest predicates in manifold ways, nevertheless it is only the Father, 
to whom the Son is throughout subordinated, and never Christ, who is act- 
ually called God by the apostles (with the exception of Johni. 1, and the 
exclamation of Thomas, John xx. 28)—not evenin 1 Johnv. 20. Paul, 
particularly, even where he accumulates and strains to the utmost expressions 
concerning the Godlike nature of the exalted Christ (as Phil. ii. 6 ff. ; Col. 
1. 15 ff., ii. 9), does not call Him Gedc, but sharply and clearly distinguishes 
Him as the xtpio¢ from Oedc, even in x. 9, 1 Cor. xii. 3 (in opposition to 
Ritschl, Altkath. K. p. 79 f.). The post-apostolical period (and not at all 2 
Pet. i. 1, see Huther) first obliterated this fine line of separation, and often 
denominated Christ Oeé¢, 6 Oed¢ 7juédv, and the like. So, e.g., already several 
of the Ignatian epistles in the shorter recension (not those ad Magnes., ad 
Philadelph., ad Trall., not even chap. vii.) and the so-called second epistle— 
not the first "—of Clement, nor the epistle of Polycarp. In the closest inter- 
nal connection herewith stands the fact, that in the properly apostolical writ- 
ings (2 Pet. iii. 18 does not belong to them, nor does Heb. xiii. 21) we never 
meet with a doxology to Christ in the form which is usual with doxologies to 
God (not evenin 1 Pet. iv. 11) ; therefore, in this respect also, the present pas- 
sage would stand to the apostolic type in the relation of a complete anomaly.? 
Besides the insuperable difficulty would be introduced, that here Christ would 
be called not merely and simply 9eéc, but even God over all, and consequently 
would be designated as Oed¢ zavtoxpdrwp, which is absolutely incompatible 
with the entire view of the N. T. as to ‘the dependence of the Son on the 
Father (see Gess, v. d. Pers. Chr. p. 157 ff. ; Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 457 ff.), 
and especially with passages like viii. 34 (évrvyydvev), 1 Cor. iii. 28, viii. 6, 
xi, 3, Eph. iv. 5, 6, and notably 1 Cor. xv. 28. Accordingly, the doxology 
of our passage cannot be referred to Christ, but must be referred to God ; 


respecting which, however, Huther is in the 
right, and Philippi, Glaubenslehr. II. p. 208, 
ed. 2, is incorrect. In1 Tim. iii. 16, ds is to 
be read, with Lachm. and Tisch. ; on Tit. i. 4 
even Philippi desires to lay no particular 
stress ; it has, in fact, no bearing whatever on 
our passage, any more than Col. ii. 2 (see 
in loc.). 

1 There certainly occurs at chap. ii. in 
Clement, the expression ra ra@ymara avtod 


(i.€. Tov @eov), Where we are not to correct 
it into pabjmara, with Hilgenfeld. This ex- 
pression, however, is fully explained, with- 
out Christ being named @eds, from the 
Pauline view: @edsiv évy Xpiot@ Kxdopov 
katadAagowv éavT@, 2 Cor. Vv. 19. 

2 The doxology in xvi. 27 does not. refer 
to Christ. 2 Tim. iv. 18 certainly refers to 
Christ ; but this is just one of the traces of 
post-apostolic composition. 
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although Philippi continues of opinion that the former reference has all in its 
favor and nothing against it. On the other hand, Tholuck (see also Schmid, bid. 
Theol. II. p. 540, ed. 2) does more justice to the objections against the old 
ecclesiastical interpretation, which Messner also, Lehre d. Ap. p. 236 f.,prefers, 
but only with a certain diffidence ; whilst Herm. Schultz (comp. Socinus, in 
Calovius, p. 153) comes ultimately to a lower acceptation of the notion of Oeédc, 
which is meant not metaphysically, but only designates the fulness of power 
committed toChrist for behoof of His work, and excludes neither dependence and 
coming into being, nor beginning and end. Against the latter suggestion it 
may be decisively urged, that thus characteristics are attached to the notion 
@eéc, which, compared with the current Pauline mode of expression, directly 
annul it, and make it interchangeable with xipcoc, as Paul uses it of Christ 
(Eph. iv. 5, 6 ; Phil. ii. 11; 1 Cor. viii. 6, and many other passages). See, 
in opposition to it, also Grimm. If we suppose the quite singular case here 
to occur, that Paul names Christ God, yea God over all, we need not shrink 
from recognizing, with the orthodox interpreters, an expression of the fact 
that Christ is not nuncupative, but naturaliter God (Flacius, Clav. II. p. 187). 

(3) Another way, that of taking to pieces the relative clause, was suggested 
by Erasmus, who proposed to place the point (as in Cod. 71) after rdvrwv 
(in which Locke, Clark, Justi, Ammon, Stolz, Grimm, /.c., and in de Johann. 
Christol. indole Paulinae compar. p. 75 f., Baumgarten-Crusius, Ernesti, 
Urspr. d. Siinde, I. p. 200 ff., and Miircker follow him), so that gui est super 
omnia (or omnes) refers to Christ (comp. Acts x. 36), and then the doxology 
to God follows. But how intolerably abrupt is this !—not merely the brief 
description given of Christ, but also the doxology itself, which with 6 dv én 
wavrwv loses its natural connection with the preceding. Again, with this 
separation would disappear the motive for Paul’s not having put cidoy. in the 
Jirst place, as usually (comp. 2 Cor. i. 3; Eph. i. 3 ; also the doxologies in 
the LXX). This motive is, namely, the emphasis which Oedé¢ obtains by the 
characteristic description 6 dv éxi ravtwy (the God who is over all).! Still more 
disjointed and halting the language becomes through the punctuation of 
Morus (who, however, concurs in referring the whole to Christ): 6 dv éni 
mavtwv, Oedc, evdAoy. ei¢ tT. ai.? Why Reiche, whom Krehl and van Hengel 
have followed, although rightly referring the whole to God, has adopted this 
punctuation (He who is over all, God, be praised for ever), we cannot perceive ; 


1 With emphasis, too, in the LXX. Ps. 
Ixviii. 20, x¥pros 6 @eds appears to be prefixed 
to evAoy. Yet the translator must have had 
3 twice in the original text. 

2 Otherwise Hofmann (comp. his Schrift 
bew. I. p. 144; also Kahnis, Dogmat. I. p. 458 
f.): Paul predicates 6 dy émi wdvtwr of 
Christ, and then causes @eds evdAoy. eis 7. 
aiwy. to follow as a second predicate. But if 
we once believe that the sentence must be 
referred to Christ, it is in any case far more 
in keeping with the emotional flow of the 
language to leave the whole unbroken, 
without making an artificial abatement 


from the result, that Paul has named Christ 
6 @y éni mavtwy Oeds. This artificial abate- 
ment is thus brought out by Hofmann: he 
takes éri mavtwv as in contradistinction to 
ef Sv, and eds as in contradistinction to 
cata odpxa, after which arbitrary analysis 
the twofold antithetic sequence of thought 
is supposed to be: ‘* He who supremely rules 
over all has come forth out of this people, and, 
in respect of the self-transmitting human cor- 
poreal nature, there has come forth out of this ° 
people He whois God.”” As though Paul had 
written: €€ dv o Xpioris 6 émi wavtwy 7d Kata 
TapKa, 6 wy Beds evAoynTds eis 7. aidvas, Gess. 
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6 dv émi mavtwv Oedc, taken independently, forms in fact, according to a 
quite customary manner of expression, one phrase, so that Oed¢ is not with- 
out the article. Comp. 1 Cor. iii. 7; Kiihner, II. § 464, 8, ¢. Finally, 
Grotius (not also Schoettgen, as Schultz states) would consider Oedc¢ as not 
genuine, and would refer 6 dv éxi x. ev. to Christ, to whom “aus et honor 
debetur supra omnes, i.e. etiam supra Abrah., Isaac. et Jacob.” But that 
Ged¢ 1s not wanting in the Peshito, as Grotius maintains, is decisively settled 
(see Koppe), and the witnesses who actually omit it (edd. of Cyprian, and 
Hilary, Leo once, Ephraem) are much too weak and doubtful ; see Bengel, 
Appar. crit. in loc. Quite arbitrary is the conjecture of Sam. Crell (Arte- 
monius) : ov 6 él x... —éni ravtwr| neuter. The limitation which takes 
it as masc. (Syr., Beza, Grotius, Socinus, Justi, Hofmann, and others), in 
which case it is by some held to apply to men generally, by-others to the 
patriarchs,’ must have been presented by the context ; but it is not at all 
suggested by anything, not even in the reference of the sense, which 
Fritzsche introduces : ‘‘ qui omnibus hominibus prospicit Deus, ut male 
credas Judaeos ab eo destitutos esse, etc.”’ —ézi indicates the relation of the 
rule over all things.” God is the ravroxpdrwp, 2 Cor. vi. 18 ; often in the 
Apocalypse, 6 yévog duvdotng 6 Baoilede tov Baotdevévtwr x.T.A., 1 Tim. 
vi. 15, 16. | 

Vv. 6-13. First part of the Theodicée: God’s promise, however, has not be- 
come untrue through the exclusion of a part of the Israelites ; for it applies only 
to the true Israelites, who are such according to the promise, which is confirmed 
from Scripture. 

Ver. 6. Having in vv. 4, 5 adduced the great divine prerogatives of his 
people, and given honour to God for them, as his Israelitish sympathies 
impelled him to do,* his thought now recurs to that utterance of grief in 
vv. 2, 3, over-against which (dé) he now proposes to justify the God of his 
people. [See Note CIII. p. 399.] Quite unnecessarily Lachmann has put 
vv. 3-5 in a parenthesis. — ovx olov dé, bt¢] does not mean : but it is not possi- 
ble that (Beza, Piscator, Grotius, Homberg, Semler, Ch. Schmidt, Morus, 
Béhme, Rosenmiiller, Benecke, Ewald) ; for in that case érz would not be 
allowable, but the infinitive must follow (Matthiae, § 479 ; Kriiger, § 55. 3. 
1) ; moreover as Calvin has rightly observed, oi6v re would be found, at least 
according to the invariable usage (4 Macc. iv. 7; Xen. Anab. ii. 2. 3, vii. 
7. 22 ; and Bornemann, in loc. ; de Rep. Ath. ii. 2; Mem. iv. 6. 7; Thue. 
vii. 42, 3; Soph. Phil. 918; O. C. 1420; Ast. Lew. Plat. Il. p. 425), 
instead of which scarcely an uncertain example (as Gorgias, pro Palam, in 
Wetstein) is forthcoming of the simple olov without ré, whilst the masculine 
olé¢ eiue (without ré) is frequent (see Schémann, ad Js. p. 465 ; Weber, Dem. 
Aristocr. p. 469 ; Kiihner, II. 2, p. 702. 580). It is rather to be explained 
by the very current usage in later Greek (Lennep. ad Phalar. p. 258 ; 


1 Van Hengel assumes that the Jsraelites 3 And yet Hofmann terms the words 6 av 
and patriarchs and Christ are intended. émi wavtwv eds «.7.A., taken as a doxology, 

2 See Lobeck, ad Herodian. p. 474, ad an uncalled-for, and aimless, insufferable in- 
Phryn. pp. 164, 174; Bahr, ad Plut. Ale.p. _terruption. Psychologically, a very unjust. 
162. judgment. 
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Fritzsche on our passage) of oiy olov with a following finite tense ; (e.g. oby 
oiov opyifoua in Phryn, p. 372, and the passages from Polybius in Schweig- 
hiiuser, p. 403). According to this usage, the attracted olov is not to be re- 
solved, with Hermann, ad Viger. p. 790, into roiov oiov, because the following 
verb does not suit this, but with Fritzsche into rovotrov bri : the matter is not 
of such a nature, that. But since Paul has here expressed 67, he cannot have 
conceived it as contained in oiov : in reality he has fallen into a mixing up of 
two kindred modes of expression—namely, of ody olov with a finite tense, 
and oby ori, t.€. ovy ép@ brt.1 Without this intermingling he would have 
written oby olov dé éxréxtwxev ; but consequent on this intermingling he wrote 
ovx olov dé, bre éxm., Which accordingly may be analyzed thus: ov roioy dé 
Aéyw. olov br1, I do not speak of a thing of such kind, as (that is) that. So also 
substantially Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 319 [E. T. 372 f.], and previously, by 
way of suggestion, Beza. The deviation from Greek usage into which Paul 
has fallen renders also necessary this solution, which deviates? from the 
analysis of the Greek oy oloy 62 éxxéxr. (without 67v) ; and we have here, 
amongst the many solecisms falsely ascribed to the apostle, a real one. Ob- 
serve, moreover, the strength of the negation implied in ody olov ; for this 
affirms that the lament of the apostle was to be somethiag quite other than a 
lament over the frustration of the divine word. According to Hofmann, 
nvxounv is to be again supplied to oby oiov, and érz to be taken as because,* so 
that thus Paul would deny that he had for that wish the ground which is 
named is érz éxréxtuxev «.t.A. This is—independently of the arbitrariness of 
the insertion of 7by6u7v—incorrect, just because the thought that this 7iydunv 
could have had that grownd would be an absurd thought ; for it would sup- 
pose a fact, which is inconceivable as a motive of the wish. — éxrérroxev] has 
Jallen out of its position, i.e. fallen through, become unavailing, without re- 
sult.* So dvarimrew, Josh. xxi. 45 ; Judith vi. 9; and ximrew, Josh. xxiii. 
14 ; both in use also among the Greeks ; comp. édAArecba, Dissen, ad 
Pind. Nem. xi. 30. The opposite is pévew, ver. 11. Comp. also 1 Cor. xiii. 
8. — 6 Adyog t. Ocov] namely, not the Dei edictwm (ver. 28) as to the bestowal 
of blessing only on the election of the Israelites, as Fritzsche, anticipating, 
would have it, but generally the promise given by God to the Israelites, by 
which the assurance of the Messianic salvation is obviously intended. This 
sense the context yields generally, and especially by é& dv 6 Xpuord¢ 7d k. o., 
ver. 5, without our having exactly to think of Gen. xii. 3, where the promise 
is to Abraham (Th. Schott). — ob yap révreg x.7.A.] for not all who spring 
Jrom Israel, not all viot ’Icopaga (ver. 27), are Israelites (Israel’s children, ac- 
cording to the divine idea), so as to be all destined to receive the salvation 
promised to the Israelites. Comp. Gal. iv. 29, vi. 16. The jirst 'Icpaga is 


1See Tyrwhitt, a@ Arist. Poet. p. 128; 
Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 153 f. ; Kiihner, I. 
2, p. 800 f. 

? Fritzsche prefers to assume a constructio 
mpos TO onuavdpevov, so that Paul has 
written dr because in odx olov dé lies the 
essential meaning : sed multwm abest.—Van 


Hengel proposes to resolve the expression 
thus : rovdvde Aéywv, olov Todd éoriv, ov A€éyw 
oT, 

3Comp. also Erasmus, Castalio, Reith- 
mayr. 

* See Plut. Tid. Gracch. 21; Ael. V. H. iv. 
7; Kypke, IT. p. 178 f. 
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the name of the patriarch ; the second, instead of which the old reading 
"Iopayaira: (D. Chrys.) contains a correct gloss, is the name of his people (xi. 
2, 7, 26, al.). Mistaking the subtle emphatic character of this mode of ex- 
pression, Hofmann, in spite of the clear oi é, takes the first "Ip. also as a 
name of the people, so that the sense would be : the wnity of the people is 
something other than the swm of its members. To oi é& ’Iop. corresponds 
onépua ’ABp., ver. 7. 

Ver. 7. Nor yet, because they are descendants of Abraham, are they all (his) 
children.—Before oid’ a colon only is correct, because the discourse proceeds 
continuously, annexing denial to denial. —eici] The subject is that of the 
previous clause, oi é& "Iopaza. The réxva of Abraham, as significantly con- 
trasted with the mere bodily descendants (orépya), are those destined by 
God to receive the promised salvation. Comp. Matt. iii. 9 ; John viii. 33, 
39 ; Justin, c. Tryph. 44. That it is not God’s children that are to be 
understood (although they are such), as, after Theodoret and several others, 
Glocker afresh takes it, is manifest from the foregoing parallel oiroz ’Iopaga, 
and from the fact that it is not till afterwards that réxva r.. Oeov are spoken 
of.—Wrongly, but in consequence of his erroneous understanding of the 
érz, ver. 6, Hofmann regards oid bri eioi on. ’ABp. as the negation of a 
second ground of the yiyéuny, so that then a new sentence begins with 
mavtec tTéxva. This view the obvious correlation of oid . . . réxva with the 
preceding ov yap maytec x.t.A. should have precluded. — After a4”’ we are 
not to supply yéyparra: or obtwe éHé67, which would be quite arbitrary ; but 
the saying in Gen. xxi. 12, which is well known to the reader as a saying of 
God, is subjoined unaltered and immediately (comp. Gal. iii. 11, 12 ; 1 Cor. 
xv. 27) without a xabo¢ yéyparra (xv. 3; 1 Cor. i. 31) or the like being 
introduced, or the second person being altered into the third ; simply be- 
cause it is taken for granted that the saying is one well known. — év "Io. KAnO. 
co orépua] closely after the LXX., which renders the original literally. In 
the original text we read YU 1? Np) PNS2: through Isaac posterity 
shall be named to thee, i.e. through Isaac it will come to pass to thee, that 
posterity of thine shall have the status and the name of the ozépua’ ABp. 
(comp. Heb. xi. 18) ; the descendants of Isaac (consequently not the Ish- 
maelites) shall be recognized as thy posterity (and therewith as the heirs of 
the divine promise). But the apostle has otherwise apprehended the sense of 
the passage according to its typical reference ; for it is evident from the rela- 
tion of ver. 9 to ver. 8, that he limited that ae to the person of Isaac him- 
self, who (not. Ishmael) was the promised child of Abraham, and thus repre- 
sented in himself the character of the true posterity of Abraham accounted 
as such by God. Hence, in the sense of the apostle: ‘‘ In the person of Isaac 
will a descendant be named to thee ;” t.e., Isaac will be he, in whose person 
the notion ‘‘ descendant of Abraham ” shall be represented and recognized, 


1 According to Hofmann, the sense is: quire pos? ows, and in the Greek T}! 
“The race, whose ancestor Abraham is dvémare (Isa. xiii, 7 or (xlviii. 1) émi ro 
assumed to be, shall bear Isaac’s name.”  dvépuare ‘Ioadk. 

This sense would, instead of pHy?3, re- 
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Paul finds in this divine declaration the idea enunciated (ver. 8), that not 
on bodily descent (which was also the case with Ishmael), but on divine 
-promise (which was the case with Isaac, ver. 9), the true sonship of 
Abraham is founded. Usually (not by Philippi and Ewald, who concur 
with our view) the passage is understood, conformably to the historical 
sense of the original, not of the person of Isaac, but of his posterity ; which, 
because Isaac himself was the son of promise, represents the true descend- 
ants of Abraham according to the promise. But to this posterity all 
Israelites certainly belonged, and it would therefore be inappropriate to set 
them down, by virtue of their extraction from Isaac, as the type of the true 
sonship. of Abraham, when the very claim to that sonship, resting upon 
bodily descent, is to be withdrawn from them. The person of Isaac himself, 
as contrasted with Ishmael, was this type, which was thereupon repeated 
in Jacob, as contrasted with Esau (in their persons), vv. 10-13. Chry- 
sostom aptly indicates the reference to Isaac himself : dca yap rovro eirev- 
év "Io. KA. 0. o7., iva pdOyc, bre of TO TpdTyY TobTw yevveuEvoe TH KATA TOY 
Loadk, obroe wdduord clot Td omépua Tov ’ABpadu" nog obv 6’Loadk éyevv4hny ; 
ob kata vépmov dbcoewc, ovds Kata Sbvaputv capKdc, AAG Kata Dbvapey 
émayyertac. —KAnOjoera] nominabitur.' The opinion of Reiche, that xa. 
denotes to call out of nothing (see on iv. 7), which it signifies also in Gen. 
xxi. 12, so that the sense would be : ‘‘In the person of Isaac a descendant 
will be imparted to thee,” is erroneous, because that saying of God was 
uttered after the birth of Isaac. — oa] Dative of ethical reference. — rovr 
éotiv| This purports, thereby the idea is expressed. Rightly Grotius : ‘‘ Haec 
vox est explicantis imévo:av latentem, quod W177 dicitur Hebraeis.” — réxva 
rt. Ocov] Paul characterizes the true descendants of Abraham, who are not so 
from bodily generation, as God’s children, that is, as such descendants of the 
ancestor, whose Abrahamic sonship is not different in the idea of God from 
that of sonship to Him, so that they are regarded and treated by God as His 
children. —ra réxva ri¢ érayy.] might mean : the promised children (so van 
Hengel) ; for the promised child-of Abraham was Isaac (ver. 9), whose birth 
was the realization of a promise, (and so Hofmann takes it). But that Paul 
had the conception that Isaac was begotten by virtue of the divine promise, is 
evident from Gal. iv. 23 (see in loc.), and therefore the genitive (as also pre- 
viously tHe capxéc) is to be taken causatively: the children of Abraham who 
originate from the divine promise, who are placed in this their relation of 
sonship to Abraham through the creative power of the divine promise, 
analogously to the begetting of Isaac ; 4 rH¢ érayyediag ioe érexe TO TaLdior, 
Chrysostom. — Aoyiera:] by God. Comp. iv. 8, 5. —eic¢ oxépya] that is, as 
an Abrahamic posterity. See ver. 7. To understand Gentiles also, is here 
foreign to the context (in opposition to Beyschlag); see vv. 9-13. Abra- 
ham’s rate is treated of, to which not all who descend from him are without 
distinction reckoned by God as belonging. 

Ver. 9. Proof of the foregoing 4AAd ra réxva tig émayyediac. ‘* The chil- 
dren of promise, I say, for a word of promise is that which follows: about this 


1 See Winer, p. 571 f. [E. T. 615] ; Eur. Hec. 625, and Pflugk in loc. 


368 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


time, etc.” Hence, therefore, we see that not the bodily descent, but the 
divine promise, constitutes the relation of belonging to Abraham’s father- 
hood. The quotation is freely put together from Gen. xviii. 10 and 
xviii. 14, after the LXX. — To kara rdv xaipdv rovrov, as this time (namely, 
of the next year), corresponds 1 Ny3 in the original (comp. 2 Kings iv. 
16, 17; Gen. xvii. 21), which is to be explained : as the time revives, that 
is, when the time (which is now a thing of the past and dead) returns to 
life ; not with Fritzsche : in the present time (of the next year), which 
suits the words of the LXX.,—where, by way of explanation, the classical 
ei¢ pac, over the year, is added,—but not the Hebrew. See Gesenius, hes. 
I. p. 470 ; Tuch and Knobel on Gen. xviii. 10. On the whole promise, 
comp. Hom. Od. xi. 248 f., 295. 

Ver. 10. A fresh and still more decisive proof (for it might be objected 
that, of Abraham’s children, Sarah’s son only was legitimate) that only the di- 
vine disposal constituted the succession to Abraham which was true and valid 
in the sight of God. Comp. Barnab. 18. The more definite notion of 
promise, which was retained in the preceding, is here expanded into the 
more general one of the appointment of the divine will as made known. — ow 
évov dé] See generally on v. 38. What is supplied must be something that 
is gathered from the preceding, that fits the nominative ‘PeBéxcxa, and that 
answers as regards sense to the following é))é07 aitm. Hence, because rf 
Zdppe precedes, and with aaa xai another mother’s name is introduced, we 
must supply, as subject, not Abraham (Augustine, Beza, Calvin, Reithmayr, 
van Hengel ; comp. also Hofmann, who however thinks any completing 
supplement useless), but Zdppa ; and moreover, not indeed the definite Adyov 
éxayyeniag elyev or éxnyyeAuévn jv (Vatablus, Fritzsche, Winer, Krehl, Baum- 
garten-Crusius), but the more general Aéyov or pjua Ocod elyev, which is 
suitable to the subsequent é))é07, as well as to the contents of the sayings 
adduced in vv. 12, 138: “ But not only had Sarah a saying of God, but also 
Rebecca, etc.” We must therefore throw aside the manifold arbitrary sup- 
plements suggested, some of which are inconsistent with the construction, 
not suiting the nominative ‘Pef., as e.g. : ‘non solum id, quod jam diximus, 
documentum est ejus, quod inferre volumus ; Rebecca idem nos docet” (so 
Grotius, also Seb. Schmid, Semler, Ch. Schmid, Cramer, Rosenmiiller, and 
several others ; comp. Tholuck and Philippi) ; or: rovro fw (Riickert, de 
Wette), so that the nominative ‘Pef. forms an anacoluthon, and the period be- 
gun enters with ver. 11 upon quite another form (how forced, seeing that vv. 
11and 12 in themselves stand in perfectly regular construction !). It is only 
the semblance of an objection against our view, that not Sarah, but Abraham, 
received the word of promise, ver. 9 ; for Sarah was, by the nature of the 
ease, and also according to the representation of Genesis, the co-recipient 
of the promise, and was mixed up in the conversation of God with Abraham 
in reference to it (Gen. xviii. 13-15) ; so that Paul, without incurring the 
charge of contradicting history, might have no scruple in stating the con- 
trast as between the mothers, as he has done. — 2£ évde xoirny é xovoa| Who had 
cohabitation of one (man), the effect of which was the conception of the twin 
children, The contextual importance of this addition does not consist in 
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its denying that there was a breach of conjugal fidelity, but in its making 
palpably apparent the invalidity—for the history of salvation—of bodily 
descent. She was pregnant by one man, and yet how different was the 
divine determination with respect to the two children !— é¢ évé¢] mascu- 
line, without anything being supplied ; for ‘Ic. r. 7. su. is in apposition. 
koitn, couch, bed, often marriage bed (Heb. xiii. 4), is found seldom in the 
classical writers,’ with whom eiv4 and Aéyoc often have the same sense, eu- 
phemistically used as equivalent to concuditus, but frequently in the LXX. 
See Schleusner, 7hes. III. p. 847. Comp. Wisd. iii. 13, 16. — rov rarp. iy.] 
from the Jewish consciousness ; for the discourse has primarily to do with 
the Jews. Comp. iv. 1. If Isaac were to be designated as the father of 
Christians (Reiche, Fritzsche), the context must have necessarily and defi- 
nitely indicated this, since believers are Abraham’s (spiritual) children. We 
may add that ’Io. rob rarp. judv is not without a significant bearing on the 
argument, inasmuch as it contributes to make us feel the independence of 
the determination of the divine will on the theocratic descent, however 
legitimate. 

Vv. 11, 12. Although, forsooth, they were not yet born, and had not done any- 
thing good or evil, in order that the purpose of God according to election 
might have its continued subsistence, not from works, but from Him who calls, it 
was said to her, etc. [See Note CIV. p. 399.]—yfre] not obzw, because the 
negative relation is intended to be expressed subjectively, that is, as placed 
before the view of God and weighed by Him in delivering His utterance.? 
—The subject (airéyv) to the participles is not expressed, according to a well- 
known classical usage (Matthiae, § 563 ; Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 2. 17), 
but it would be self-evident to the reader from the history familiar to him, 
that the twins of Rebecca were intended ; Winer, p. 548 [E. T. 589]. — The 
sentence expressive of purpose, iva . . . Kadovvtoc, is placed with emphasis be- 
fore épé67, and therefore not to be placed in a parenthesis. —iva] introduces 
the purpose which God had in this, that, notwithstanding they were not yet 
born, etc., He yet gave forth already the declaration of ver. 12. He thereby 
purposed, namely, that His resolue—conceived in the mode of an election made 
amongst men —to bestow the blessings of the Messianic salvation should subsist, 
etc.—7 kat’ éxdoy. mpdbeor¢*] can neither be so taken, that the éxAoyf precedes 
the zpdé6eove in point of time (comp. viii. 28), which is opposed to the nature 
of the relation, especially seeing that the xpé@cove pertains to what was ante- 
cedent to time (see on viii. 28) ; * nor so that the éxAoyf follows the rpdAecte, 


1 Eur. Med. 151, Hippol. 154; not Anacr. 
28, see Valck. Schol. II. p. 594. 

2 See Winer, p. 450 [E. T. 483 f.]; Baeum- 
lein, Partik. p. 295. Comp. Xen. Cyr. iii. 1. 37. 

’ Taken by Beck in a rationalistic sense: 
“The fundamental outline which serves as 
a standard for the temporal training of the 
éxAoyy, and pervades their temporal devel- 
opment in all its parts”. 

* Since the divine mpdGeors is antecedent to 
time (Eph. iii. 11 ; 2 Tim. i. 9), as is also the 
éxAoyy (Eph. i. 4; and see Weiss, didi. Theol. 


§ 126), we cannot, with Beyschlag, p. 38, 
understand it of the plan developing itself 
in history, pertaining to the history of God’s 
kingdom, as God forms it in the calling of 
Abraham and executes it up to the apostolic 
present. Mistaken also is van Hengel’s 
view, according to which the kar’ éxdAoy. 
p60 is to be limited to the determination 
of choice respecting the two brothers, and 
pévy to the abiding realization of it in the 
posterity of both sides, while ovx é& épywv, aAX 
€k Tov Kadodvros is supposed to be a gloss. 
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whether it be regarded as the act of its fulfilment (Reiche) or as its aim 
(Krehl). These latter interpretations might certainly be justified linguisti- 
cally (see Kiihner, II. 1, pp. 412, 413), but they would yield no specific pecu- 
liarity of the act of the.rpddecw. Yet, since xar éxdoyfy must be the char- 
acteristically distinctive mark of the purpose, it cannot by any means de- 
note : the resolution adopted in respect of an election (Grotius, Riickert) ; — 
but it must be apprehended as an essential inherent of the rpddecic, expressing 
the model character of this divine act : the purpose according to election, i.e. 

the purpose which was so formed, that init an election was made. The rpédbeorc 
would have been no rpé0. kar’ éxdoyfv, no ‘‘propositum Dei electivum”? 

(Bengel), if God had resolved to bless all without exception. His resolve to’ 
vouchsafe the Messianic blessedness did not, however, concern all, but those 
only who were to be comprehended in this very resolve (by virtue of His 
mpdyvwowc, Vill. 29), and who were thereby, by means of the rpd6eovc itself, 

chosen out from the rest of men (xi. 5), and thus the mpé0eo1¢ was no other 
than 7 kat’ éxAoyyv mpd0eore (comp. Bengel, Flatt, Tholuck, Beck, Fritzsche, 

Philippi, Lamping). In a linguistic aspect kar’ ékdoy. (frequently in 
Polybius, see Raphel) comes under the same category with the well-known 
expressions xara xpdtoc, ka? brepBorgy x.t.A.1 Comp. xi. 21; 1 Tim. vi. 3. 

But it is incorrect to alter, with Carpzov, Ernesti, Cramer, Béhme, Ammon, 

Rosenmiiller, the signification of é«4., and to explain # kar’ ékA. mpd0. as 
‘‘propositum Dei liberum.” For, as election and freedom are in themselves 
different conceptions, so in those passages which are appealed to (Joseph. 

Bell. Jud. ti. 8. 14 ; Psalt. Sal. ix. 7), é4. is none other than electio ; and 
especially in the N. T. ékoyh, éxAéyeobar, and éxAexrdée are so statedly used for 
the dogmatic sense of the election to salvation, that no alteration can be ad- 

mitted. In general, Hofmann has rightly understood it of the quality, which 
the purpose has from the fact that God chooses ; along with which, however, 

he likewise transposes the notion of the éxAoy#into that of the free act of will, 

‘‘ which has its presupposition only in the chooser, not on the side of the 
chosen.” This anticipates the following, which, moreover, joins itself not 
to éxAoy#, but to the abiding of the car’ ékA. rp d0ear¢ ; hence éAoyf must 
be left in its strict verbal sense of election. 'The éxAoyf may in and by itself 
be even an unfree act of will ; its freedom does not lie in the notion in itself, 

but it is only to be inferred mediately from what is further to be said of the 

pévev Of the kar’ éxA. tp d0e orc, VIZ. obk & Epywv k.T.2. — wévy] The opposite 

of éxrértoxev, ver. 6.2 It is the reswlt aimed at in such a declaration as God 
caused to be given to Rebecca before the birth of her two sons : His purpose 

according to election is meant to remain unchangeable, etc., so much He 

would have to be settled in His giving that declaration. — obk é& fpywv x.7.A. | 

is by most joined, througha supplied otca, to rpddeore tr. Oeov 3° by Fritzsche 


1 Bornem. ad Cyrop.i. 4, 23; Bernhardy, 

p. 241. 

2 Comp. Xen. Anab. ii. 8. 24; Eurip. Iph. 
T. 959; Herod. iv. 201. 

3 Luther, however, with whom agree 
Hofmann and Jatho, connects with éppé6y 


avrn. But this last has already its defining 
clause in pymw «.7.A., and that a clause 
after which ov« é& épywy x«.7.A., annexed 
to the éppé@y airy as a definition of mode, 
would be something self-evident and su- 
perfluous. Hofmann insists, quite ground- 
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regarded even as a supplementary definition to kar’ éxAoyfv, in which he is 
followed by Lamping, as though Paul had written 7 oi« é gpywv «.7.2. But 
for rejecting the natural and nearest connection with pévy there is absolutely 
no ground from the sense which thus results : the elective resolution must 
have its abiding character not on account of works, which the subjects concerned 
would perform, but on account of God Himself, who calls to the Messianic salva- 
tion.’ Accordingly, ov« é épywv «.t.A. is a causal specification annexed to 
the—in itself independent—yévy, namely, of its objective actual relation 
(hence ov, not y~4#), and should be separated from pévy by a comma (Paul 
might more formally have written : «ai tovto obk é& épywy x.t.2.). Hence the 
objection that pévew éx is not found is of no importance, since pévy in 
itself stands absolutely, and é« is constantly employed in the sense of by vir- 
tue of, by reason of. See Bernhardy, p. 230; Ellendt, Lew. Soph. I. p. 551.? 
— On the form éppé6n, which, instead of the Recepta épp7467, is to be adopted 
with Lachmann and Tischendorf, following the preponderance of testimony, 
in all passages in Paul, see on Matt. v. 21, and Kiihner, I. p. 810 f.—The 
quotation is Gen. xxv. 23, closely following the LXX. ; ér: forms no part of 
it, but is recitative. In the connection of the original teat, 6 peifwv and 6 éAdoo., 
the greater and the smaller, refer to the two nations represented by the elder 
and younger twin sons, of which they were to be ancestors ; and this pre- 
diction was fulfilled first under David, who conquered the Edomites (2 Sam. 
vill. 14) ; then, after they had freed themselves in the time of Joram (2 
Kings viii. 21), under Amaziah (2 Kings xiv. 7; 2 Chron. xxv. 11) and 
Uzziah (2 Kings xiv. 22 ; 2 Chron. xxvi. 2), who again reduced them to 
slavery ; and lastly, after they had once more broken loose in the time of 
Ahaz (2 Chron. xxviii. 17 ; according to 2 Kings xvi. 6, they had merely 
wrested the port of Elath from the Jews), under Johannes Hyrcanus, who 
completely vanquished them, forced them to be circumcised, and incorpo- 
rated them in the Jewish state (Joseph. Ant. xiii. 9. 1). Paul, however, has 
in view, as the entire context vv. 10, 11, 13 evinces, in 6 yeif. and r@ éAdoo., 
Esau and Jacob themselves, not their nations ; so that the fulfilment of the 
dovd. is to be found in the theocratic subjection into which Esau was reduced 
through the loss of his birthright and of the paternal blessing, whereby the 
theocratic lordship passed to Jacob. But inasmuch as in Gen. J.c. the two 
brothers are set forth as representatives of the nations, and their persons and 
their destiny are not consequently excluded,—as, indeed, the relation indi- 
cated in the divine utterance took its beginning with the brothers them- 
selves, by virtue of the preference of Jacob through the paternal blessing 


tainment of the salvation entirely depends 
on Him. 


lessly, that, according to the ordinary 
connection of ov. é& épywy x«.7.A., instead of 


ovx, 4H must have been used. On account 
of the following aAd’ «.r.A., on which the 
main stress is meant to be laid, ov«, even 
in a sentence expressing purpose, is quite 
in its place. See Buttm. Neut. Gr. p. 302, 
8 [E. T. 352]. The negation adheres to the 
ef Epywv, see Kiihner, IT. 2, p. 747 f. 

1 This characteristic designation of God 
as 6 xaA@y makes it apparent that the at- 


2 Not essentially different from our view 
is that of Tholuck, de Wette, Philippi, who 
regard ovx é€ épywy x.t.A. asa subjoined def- 
inition of the whole final clause : *‘ And this 
indeed was not to be effected by virtue of 
works, etc.’ (Philippi). But Riickert in- 
correctly explains it, as though the passage 
ran mévy wy e€ Epy. K.7.A, 


372 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


(Gen. xxvii. 29, 37, 40),—-the apostle’s apprehension of the passage, as he 
adapts it to his connection, has its ground and its warrant, especially in 
view of similar hermeneutic freedom in the use of O. T. expressions. — 6 
peiCov and 7 éAdoc. have neither in the original nor in Greek the signijfica- 
tion: the first-born and the second-born, which indeed the words do not 
denote ; but Esau, who is to come to birth first, is regarded as the greater 
of the twins in the womb, and Jacob as the smaller. 

Ver. 13. ‘‘This utterance (éppé07) took place in conformity with the ex- 
pressly testified (in Mal. i. 2, 3, freely cited from the LXX.) love of God 
towards Jacob and abhorrence of Esau.” Thus, that utterance agrees with 
this. But just like Paul, so the prophet himself intends by IaxéB and ’Hoai, 
not the two nations Israel and Edom, but the persons of the two brothers ; 
God loved the former, and-hated the latter (and therefore has exalted Israel 
and destroyed Edom).—The aorists are, in the sense -of the apostle—as the re- 
lation of kafdc yéyp. to the preceding, imparting information respecting the 
subjective ground of the divine declaration in ver. 12, shows—to be re- 
ferred to the love and abhorrence entertained towards the brothers before 
their birth, but are not to be understood of the de facto manifestation of love and 
hatred by which the saying of Gen. xxv. 23 had been ‘in the result confirmed 
(van Hengel). ’Eyioyoa, moreover, is not to have a merely privative sense as- 
cribed to it : not to love, or to love less (as Fessel, Glass, Grotius, Estius, and 
many, including Nésselt, Koppe, Tholuck, Flatt, Beck, Maier, Beyschlag), 
which is not admissible even in Matt. vi. 24, Luke xiv. 26, xvi. 18, John 
xii. 25 (see, against this and similar attempts to weaken its force, Lamping) ; 
but it expresses the opposite of the positive 7ydz., viz. positive hatred. See 
Mal. i. 4. And as that love towards Jacob must be conceived of as com- 
pletely independent of foreseen virtues (ver. 11), so also this hatred towards 
Esau as completely independent of foreseen sins (in opposition to the Greek 
Fathers and Jerome on Mal. i.). Both were founded solely on the free elec- 
tive determination of God ; with whom, in the necessary connection of that 
plan which He had freely adopted for the process of theocratic develop- 
ment, the hatred and rejection of Esau were presupposed through their op- 
posite, namely, the free love and election of Jacob to be the vehicle of the 
theocracy and its privileges, as the reverse side of this love and choice, 
which the history of Edom brought into actual relief. 

Vv. 14-18. [See Note CV. p. 400.] Second part of the Theodicée: God 
does not deal unrighteously, in that His rpé0eov according to election is to have 
its subsistence, not 2 épyov, but tk rod Kadovvroc ; for He Himself main- 
tains in the Scripture His own freedom to have mercy upon or to harden whom 
He will.—This reason has probative force, in so far as it is justly presupposed 
in it, that the aviom which God expresses respecting Himself is absolutely 
worthy of Him. Hence we are not, with Beyschlag, to refer the alleged 
injustice to the fact that God now prefers the Gentiles to the Jews, which is 
simply imported into the preceding text, and along with which, no less gra- 
tuitously, the following receives the sense: ‘‘the Jews have indeed become 
what they are out of pure grace ; this grace may therefore once again be directed 
towards others, and be withdrawn from them” (Beyschlag). 
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Ver. 14. A possible inference, unfavourable to the character of God, from 
vv. 11-13, is suggested by Paul himself, and repelled. — py) adic. rapa ré 
Geg 3} but is there not unrighteousness with God? Comp. the question in iii, 
5. mapa, with qualities, corresponds to the Latin in. See Matthiae, § 588. 
6. Comp. ii. 11. 

Ver. 15. Reason assigned for the yp? yévorro, not for the legitimacy of the 
question pH adixia wr. tr. ©. (Mangold, p. 134), so that the opponent’s language 
continues, until it ‘‘culminates in the audacious exclamation of ver. 19.” 
Tép after uy yévorro always relates to this. Bengel rightly remarks on yédp : 
‘Nam quod asserimus, Dei assertum est irrefragabile.” — 76 Moi. y. (see 
critical remarks) brings into strong relief the venerated recipient of the word, 
which makes it appear the more weighty (comp. x. 5, 19). The citation is 
Ex. xxxiii. 19, verbally following the LXX. (which would have more closely 
translated the Heb. by éAe6 bv dv teow x.t.A.).’ In the original teat it is an 
assurance by God to Moses of His favour now directly extended towards 
him, but expressed in the form of a divine aziom. Hence Paul, following 
the LXX., was justified in employing the passage as a scriptural statement 
of the general proposition : God’s mercy, in respect of the persons con- 
cerned, whose lot it should be to experience it, lets itself be determined 
solely by His own free will of grace: ‘‘Z will have mercy upon whosoever is 
the object of my mercy ;” so that I am therefore in this matter dependent on 
nothing external to myself. This is the sovereignty of the divine compas- 
sionating will. Observe that the futwre denotes the actual compassion, ful- 
filling itself in point of fact, which God promises to show to the persons 
concerned, towards whom He stands in the mental relation (éie6, present) of 
pity. The distinction between éAe6 and oixreipw is not, as Tittmann, Synon. 
p. 69 f., defines it, that £42. denotes the active mercy, and oixr. the compas- 
sionate kindness, but that the same notion misereri is more strongly expressed. 
by oixr. See Fritzsche. Comp. Plat. Huthyd. p. 288 D : édejoavré pe kai 
oixteipavte. The latter denotes originally bewailing sympathy, as opposed 
to paxapifev (Xen. Anab. iii. 1. 19). Comp. oixrog (to which ddupyudc, Plat. 
Rep. iii. p. 387 D, corresponds), oixrigw, olxrpég x.7.A. On the form oixre:pjow, 
see Lobeck, ad Phryn: p. '741. —éy av] The av is that everywhere usual with 
the relative in the sense of cwngue. Hence conditionally expressed : if to 
any one I am gracious, etc. See generally Hartung, Partikell. II. p. 293 f. ; 
Ellendt, Lex. Soph. I. p. 119. Consequently, not merely the mercy in itself, 
but also the determination of those who should be its objects, is designated 
as a free act of God, resting on nothing except on His elective purpose, and 
affecting the persons according to it ; for the emphasis lies in the relative 
clause on the repeated 6v dv, as év generally has its place after the emphatic 
word. 

Ver. 16. Paul now infers from this divine word the doctrine implied in 
it of the causality of the divine redemption. —ovi tov GéAovroc| sc. éori. 
Accordingly, therefore, it (the participation in that which has just been des- 


1 Even thus éAejow would be future indic- Xen. Apol. 16; Poppo, ad Cyrop. ii. 1. 18; 
ative, not subjunctive (in opposition to Stallbaum, ad Plat. Rep. p. 61.5 D. 
Fritzsche’s criticism). See Bornemann, ad 
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ignated in the divine utterance as éeo¢ and oikripudc) is not of him that 
wills, nor of him that runs, but of God who is merciful ; it depends not on 
the striving and urgent endeavour of man, but on the will of the merciful 
God.’ The relation of the genitive is: penes. See Bernhardy, p. 165; 
Kthner, II. 1, p. 316 f. —rpéyev, a figurative designation of strenuously 
active endeavour, borrowed originally from the competitive races (1 Cor. ix. 
24). Comp. Gal. ii. 2, v. 7; Phil. ii. 16; also in the classical writers. 
Incorrectly, Reiche (following Locke and others) thinks that 6éA0vroc was 
probably chosen with reference to the wish of Abraham to instal Ishmael, 
and of Isaac to instal Esau, in the heirship ; and rpéy. with reference to the 
fruitless running in of Esau from the chase (Theophylact understands it of 
his running off to the chase). For Paul, in fact, draws an inference with 
his dpa obv only from the divine utterance issued to Moses ; and hence we are 
not even to conjecture, with van Hengel, a reference to Pharaoh’s hasty 
pursuit of the Israelites. Not on the runner himself depends the successful 
struggle for the prize (in opposition to Reiche’s objection), but he, whom 
God has chosen to obtain it, now on his part so runs that he does obtain it. 
Consequently the conception is, that man by his rpéyerv never meritoriously 
acquires the divine favour ; but, fulfilling the predetermination of God, he, 
in the power of the grace already received, demeans himself conformably to it ; 
hence Paul, in another place, where the context suggests it, evhorts to the 
tpévyeww (1 Cor. ix. 24). Beck’s opinion, that @éAev and rpéyew are here 
intended not in the moral sense, but metaphysically and juridically, is noth- 
ing but an exegetically groundless deviation from the simple and clear mean- 
ing of the words. —r. éAeotvroc Ocov] to be taken together. Had Paul intend- 
ed r. éAcobvrog as independent, and Oeov as an apposition, he would have only 
weakened the antithetic emphasis by the very superfluously added coi (in 
opposition to Hofmann). 

Ver. 17. Tép] Establishment of this doctrine e contrario,*? as the inference 
of ver. 18 shows.— 7 ypad#] for in it God speaks ; comp. Gal. iii. 8, 22. —r6 
bapaé| Paul has selected two very striking contemporaneous and historically 
connected examples, in ver. 15 of election, and here of rejection. The qguo- 
tation is Ex. ix. 16, with a free and partly intentional variation from the 
LXX. —6r:] does not form part of the declaration, but introduces it, as in 
ver. 12. — ic aird robo] brings the meaning into stronger relief than the 
évexev Tovrov of the LXX. : for this very purpose (for nothing else). Comp. 
xiii. 6; 2 Cor. v. 6, vii. 11; Eph. vi. 22; Col. iv. 8.— é&fyepd oe] The 


guage of Scripture to Pharaoh testifies,— 
what is said in ver. 16 thus receives a further 


1The proposition in the generality with 
which it is expressed forbids the assump- 


tion of a particular reference to Jsrae/ (Bey- 
schlag), whose moral and religious endeay- 
our (ver. 21) hinders not the right of God’s 
world-ruling majesty to open the heart of 
the Gentiles for the gospel, and not that of 
the Jews. 

2 The counterpart of that €Aeos is, namely, 
the divine hardening ; and if this likewise 
presents itself as dependent only on the 
divine determination of will,—as the lan- 


scriptural confirmation from the correlative 
counterpart. Beyschlag also recognizes a 
reasoning é¢ contrario, but sees in Pharaoh 
the type of Israel, unto whom the Gospel 
has not merely remained strange, but has 
tended to hardening. Thus in this type 
“the present exchange of 7réle between 


Israel and the Gentile world is illustrated in 


a terrible manner.” This change of 7%/e is 
imported. 
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LXX. translates PATI by duernphOnc, i.e. vivus servatus es, and so far, 
leaving out of view the factitive form of the Hebrew word (to which, how- 
ever, a reading of the LXX. attested in the Hexapla with dverfpyod oe corre- 
sponds), correctly in the historical connection (see Ex. ix. 15). Paul, 
however, expands the special sense of that Hebrew word.,to denote the whole 
appearance of Pharaoh, of which general fact that particular one was a 
part ; and he renders the word according to this general relation, which 
lies at the bottom of his view, and in reference to which the active form 
was important, by : I have raised thee up, that is, caused thee to emerge ; thy 
whole historical appearance has been brought about by me, in order that, 
etc. Comp. the current use of éyeipevy in the N. T., as in Matt. xi. 11, xxi. 
11; John vii. 52, e al.; Ecclus. x. 4; 1 Mace. iii. 49 ; and the Hebrew 
D’pi. So, in substance, Theophylact (cic rd puécov #yayov), Beza, Calvin, 
Piscator, Bengel, and various others, including Reiche, Olshausen, Riickert, 
Beck, Tholuck, Philippi ; formerly also Hofmann ; comp. Beyschlag : ‘I 
have allowed thee to arise.” The interpretation : vivwm te servavi (Vorstius, 
Hammond, Grotius, Wolf, and many, including Koppe, Morus, Béhme, 
Rosenmiiller, Nésselt, Klee, Reithmayr), explains the Hebrew, but not the 
expression of the apostle ; for Jas. v. 15 ought not to have been appealed 
to, where the context demands the sense of ‘‘ erigere de lecto graviter decum- 
bentem.” Yet even now Hofmann compares Jas. v. 15, and explains 
accordingly : I have suffered thee to rise from sickness. But this would only 
be admissible, provided it were the sense of the original text, which was 
assumed by Paul as well known ; the latter, however, simply says : I allow 
thee to stand for the sake of, etc. (comp. Knobel, in loc.), with which also 
the LXX. agrees. Others explain : I have appointed thee to be king (Flatt, 
Benecke, Gléckler). Others : I have stirred thee up for resistance (Augus- 
tine, Anselm, K6llner, de Wette, Fritzsche, Maier, Bisping, Lamping, comp. 
Umbreit), as éyeipey and é&eyeip. denote, in classical usage, to incite, both in 
a good and bad sense ; comp. 2 Macc. xiii. 4 ; Hist. Sus. 45. But these 
special definitions of the sense make the apostle say something so entirely 
different hoth from the original and from the LXX., that they must have 
been necessitated by the connection. But this is not the case ; not even in 
respect to the view of Augustine, etc., since in ver. 18 6 dé OéAe1, oKAnpiver 
is not inferred from the verbal sense of é&#y. ce, but from the relation of the 
bac K.T.A. to the é&fyerpd oe (cic aiTd Tovro evinces this),—a relation which - 
would presuppose a hardening of Pharaoh on the part of God, and for the 
reader who is familiar with the history (Ex. iv. 21, vii. 3, xi. 10, xiv. 4, 
et al.), actually presupposes it. — dru¢ évdeiz. x.7.2.] namely, by means of thy 
final overthrow ; not : by means of the leading out of Israel (Beyschlag), 
against which is év oot. — évdeif] may show, may cause to be recognized in 
thy case. Comp. iii. 25 ; Eph. ii. 7 ; 1 Tim. i. 16. — divawy] LXX.: ioyiv. 
With Paul not an intentional alteration, but another reading according 
to the Hexapla (in opposition to Philippi). — diayy.] might be thoroughly 
published. Comp. Luke ix. 60 ; Plat. Protag. p. 317 A ; Pind. Nem, v. 5 ; 


1‘* Deus Pharaonem a se profectum dicit eique hance impositam esse personam.”’ 
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Herodian, i. 15. 3, ii. 9. 1; Plutarch. Camill. 24. —7d bvoud pov] As naming 
Him who has shown Himself so mighty in the case of Pharaoh. For the 
opposite, see ii, 24; 1 Tim. vi. 1.—év rdon rH y@] in the whole earth; a 
result, which in the later course of history (comp. Eusebius, praep. ev. ix. 
29), especially was fulfilled in the dispersion of the Jews and the spread of 
Christianity, and continues to be fulfilled. The explanation : in the whole 
land (van Hengel), is less in keeping with the tendency of the original text 
than the all-comprehensive destination of this great judgment of God. 

Ver. 18. Result from vv. 15-17. — oxAnpive] Opposite of éAeei, not merely 
negative like ovx éAcei (Bengel), but positive : He hardens him, makes him 
thereby incapable of being a oxevoc éAéove (ver. 23). Such an one becomes 
oKAnpo¢ Te Kai auetaotpogoc (Plato, Crat. p. 407 D), oka. nai aredtie (Plato, 
Loer. p. 104 C), in a moral respect.' Comp. Acts xix. 9 ; Heb. iii. 8, 18, 
15, iv. 7 ; oxAnpoxapdia, Matt. xix. 8; Mark xvi. 14 ; Rom. ii. 5.2. Vv. 19 
ff. prove that all warping or alteration of this sense of the word is errone- 
ous ; that the suggestion, e.g., in Origen and several Fathers, in Grotius, 
Koppe, Flatt, Klee, Maier, and others, that only the divine permission is 
intended (comp. Melanchthon : ‘‘Indurat, i.e. sinit esse durum, nec con- 
vertit eum”), is erroneous ; and equally erroneous is the interpretation 
duriter tractat (Carpzov, Semler, Cramer, Ernesti, Schulthess, Hxeg. Forsch. 
II. p. 186 ; comp. Beck, p. 75 f.), which is contrary to the signification of 
the word (also in the LXX. Job xxxix. 16).° Evidence to the same effect 
is supplied by the twofold representation given of the hardening of Pharaoh 
in Exodus, where it appears partly as self-produced (viii. 15, 82, ix. 34 ; 
comp. 1 Sam. vi. 6), partly as effected by God (iv. 21, vii. 8, ix. 12, x. 20, 
27, xi. 10). Of these two ways of regarding the matter, however, Paul, 
suitably to his object, has expressly adopted the latter ; Pharaoh hardened 
by God is to him the type of all who obstinately withstand the divine coun- 
sel of salvation, as Israel docs. In opposition to Beck’s evasive expedients, 
see Lamping. On the hardening itself Olshausen remarks :—(1) That it 
presupposes already the beginnings of evil. But this is at variance with 
bv OéAer and éx Tod abrod dupduaroc, ver. 21. (2) Thatit is not an aggravation 
of sin, but a means of preventing its aggravation. But Pharaoh’s history 
is against this. (8) That the total hardening is an expression of simple 
penal justice, when sin has become sin against the Holy Ghost. But in that 
case there could be no mention of a dy 6éAe. The clear and simple sense 
of the apostle is, that it depends on the free determination of God’s will 
whether to bless with His saving mercy, or, on the other hand, to put into 


1For an analogous pagan conception, 
comp. especially Euripides, in Lycurgus 
adv. Leocr. p. 198 (§ 92) : 
érav yap dpyy Satmovwv BAarty Tid, 
TOUT avTd mpa@Tov eEaharpetrar Hpevav 
Tov vouv Tov égOAdr, eis 5é THY XEipw TpEémer 
yrouny, w’ eidy wndév dv apaprave. 
See also Ruhnken, ad Vell. Paterc. ii. 57, p. 
265 ff. 
2 See also Soph. Aj. 1840, Trach. 1250; Lo- 
beck, ad Aj. p. 884; from the O. T., Umbreit 


ad. Stinde, p. 118 ff. 

3 In Job, l.c., ameoxAnjpuve, LXX., is said of 
the ostrich, which renders hard, i.e. makes 
hardy, its young ones. Comp. Leon. Tarent. 
11; Athen. I. p. 24D; Theophr. C@. pi. iii. 16, 
2,v. 15. 6. Such is also the meaning of 
amocxAnpow. The sense of the original 
(TY WDM) is not decisive. The LXX. has 
understood it as amecxAnp. Comp. Lamping, 
p. 188 f. 
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that spiritual condition, in which aman can be no object of His saving 
mercy (but rather of His épy4 only). Accordingly, the will of God is here 
the absolute will, which is only in the éAeei a will of grace, and not also in 
the oxAypive (in opposition to Th. Schott). Of the style and manner in 
which the older dogmatic interpreters have here introduced qualifying 
clauses in the interésts of opposition to absolute predestination, the devel- 
opment of the matter by Calovius may serve as an example. He main- 
tains, that when it is said that God hardens, this is not to be taken EvEpyNTL- 
Koc or effective, but (1) ovyxwpytindc, propter permissionem ; (2) agopunrikac, 
propter occasionem, quam ex iis, quae Deus agit, sumunt reprobi ; (8) éyxara- 
Aeurrinac, Ob desertionem, quod gratia sua deserat reprobos ; (4) rapadorixac, 
ob traditionem in sensum reprobum et in ulteriorem Satanae potestatem. 
But Philippi’s suggestion of the immanent law which the divine freedom 
carries within itself,—according to which God will have mercy upon him 
who acknowledges His right to have mercy on whom He will, and to harden 
whom He will; and will harden him who denies to Him this right, —will only 
then come into consideration by the side of what Paul here says, when (sce 
remarks after ver. 33) we are in a position to judge of the relation of our 
passage and the connection that follows it to the moral self-determination 
of man, which the apostle teaches elsewhere ; seeing that no further guiding 
hint is here given by Paul, and, moreover, that immanent law of the divine 
freedom, as Philippi himself frankly recognizes, is not at all here expressed. 
For now the apostle has been most sedulously and exclusively urging 
nothing but the complete independence of the divine willing in éAcezy and 
oxAnpbve,' which the Form. Cone. p. 821 does not duly attend to, when it 
maintains that-Paul desired to represent the hardening of Pharaoh as an 
example of divine penal justice. Not ‘ut eo ipso Dei justitiam declararet,” 
has Paul adduced this example, although it falls historically under this 
point of view, but asa proof of the completely free self-determination of God 
to harden whom He will. Accordingly, the hardening here appears by no 
means, as has been lately read between the lines, ‘‘ as a consequence of pre- 
ceding conceited self-righteousness” (Tholuck), or ‘‘ such as the man himself has 
willed it” (Th. Schott), or conditioned by the divine standard of holiness 
confronting human sin (Weiss), or with an obvious presupposition of human 
self-determination (Beyschlag). Elsewhere the hardening may be adjudged 
as a punishment by God (Isa. vi. 9 ff. ; Ps. lxix. 28 ; see Umbreit, p. 310 
f.), but not so here. The will of God, which in truth can be no arbitrary 
pleasure, is no doubt holy and just ; but it is not here apprehended and 
set forth under this point of view, and from this side, but in reference to its 
independence of all human assistance, consequently in accordance with its 
absolute aseitas, which is to be retained in its clear precision and without 
any qualifying clause to the words dv OéAex éAeei,? and must not be obscured 
by ideas of mediate agency that are here foreign. 

1 Observe that in év 6éde. the emphasis __ brings out the corresponding symmetry of 
falls on @éAe, not—as in ver. 15, where dv the relative definition on both sides (Har- 
was added—on 6v. In the second clause _ tung, Partik. I. p. 168 f.). 


this emphatic dv @édec is then repeated, on 2 Hofmann rightly remarks: the éAcety is 
which occasion 5¢ (again, on the other hand) designated as an act, whose object one is, in 
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Vv. 19-21. Third part of the Theodicée : But man is not entitled to dis- 
pute with God, why He should still find fault. For his relation to God is as 
that of the thing formed to its former, or of the vessel to the potter, who has 
power to fashion out of a single lump vessels to honour and dishonour. 

Ver. 19. An objection supposed by the apostle (comp. xi. 19) which might 
be raised against ver. 18, not merely by a Jew, but generally. — ody] in pur- 
suance of the dv dé 0éAe oxAnpbver. —érc] logical, as in iii. 7, and frequently : 
If He hardens out of His own determination of will, why does He still find 
Sault? That fact surely takes away all warrant from the reproaches which 
God makes against hardened sinners, since they have been hardened by the 
divine will itself, to which no one yet offers opposition (with success). —r@ 
yap Bova. x.7.Aa.] ground assigned for the question, ri érv péup. — avbéornxe| 
Who withstands? whereby, concretely, the irresistibility of the divine decree 
is set forth. The divine decree is exalted above any one’s opposition. Accord- 
ing to the present opinion of Hofmann (it was otherwise in the Schriftbew. I. 
p. 246 f.), the opponent wishes to establish that, if the words dv éA«, oKAn- 
pover be correct, no one may offer opposition to that which God wills,* and there- 
- fore God can in no one have anything to censure. But thus the thought of 
the question ric av0éornxe would be one so irrational and impious (as though, 
forsooth, no sinner would be opposed to God), that Paul would not even have 
had ground or warrant to have invented it as an objection. That question 
is not impious, but tragic, the expression of human weakness in presence of 
the divine decree of hardening. — On the classical BotAnjua (more frequently 
BobAevua), the thing willed, i.e. captum consilium (only here in Paul), see van 
Hengel, Lobeck, ad Aj. 44. Comp., as to the distinction between Bobdouat 
and 6éAw (Eph. i. 11), on Matt. i. 19. 

Ver. 20. Mevoivye] Imo vero, here not without irony: Yea verily, O man 
(ii. 1), who art thou (quantulus es) who repliest against God? See on Luke xi. 
28 ; also Ast, Lex. Plat. II. p. 308. On od ric ei, comp. xiv. 4 ; Plato, Gorg. 
p.452B: ovdé. . . ricel, 6 dvpwore; Paul does not give arefutation of the ri 
ére wéud., but he repudiates the question as unwarranted ; ‘ abrumpit quaesti- 
onem” (Melanchthon), and that wholly from the standpoint of the entirely 
unlimited divine omnipotence, on which he has placed himself in the whole 
of the present connection, and consistently with that standpoint. — 6 avra- 
roxptv.] For in ri érz. . . avOéor. there is contained an oppositional reply, 
namely, to God’s finding fault, not to the saying of Scripture, ver. 17 (Hof- 
mann), which the apostle’s present train of thought has already left behind. 
On the expression, comp. Luke xiv. 6 ; Judg. v. 29 ; Job xvi. 8, xxxii. 12. 
The word is not found in the Greek writers. But avraroxpivecOa, says Paul, 
as little belongs to man against God, as to the thing formed belongs the 
question addressed to its former: Why hast thou made me thus (as I am) ? 


virtue of the fact that God wills to make him its 
object. Just so it stands with the oxAnpivew, 
by which God fulfils His own will in the 
person concerned, without having his 
action and character as a ground of deter- 
mination in the matter. 

1The general expression ‘ opposition” 


{Widerpart] does not correspond with suf- 
ficient definiteness to the notion of av@éorTn- 
xe, since the latter everywhere signifies the 
real and active resistere. 
(xiii. 2; Gal. ii. 11; Eph. vi. 13). Comp. 
Soph. Fragm. 234; Dindorf : mpids Thy avayxnv 
ovd' "Apys avOicrarar Plato, Symp. p. 196 D. 


So alsoin Paul ~ 
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This comparison is logically correct (in opposition to Usteri, Lehrbegr. p. 269), 
since the tertiwm comparationis generally is the constituting of the quality. 
As the moulder produces the quality of the vessel formed by him according 
to his own free will, so God constitutes the moral quality (fitted for blessed- 
ness or not so) of men as He will. Only when it is maintained that the 
comparison with the thing formed must properly refer only to the first for- 
mation of men, and not to the subsequent ethical moulding of those created 
(as in Pharaoh’s case, whom God hardened), can its logical correctness be 
denied. But Paul wrote in a popular form, and it is to do him injustice to 
press his simile more than he himself, judging by the tenor of the’ entire 
connection, would have it pressed. Gléckler (following Pareus) finds in 
ui épei k.T.A, and ver. 21 an argumentatio a minore ad majus: ‘If not even in 
the case of an effigy can such a question be addressed to its former, how 
much less can man, etc.” But this also is to be quite laid aside, and we 
must simply abide by the conception of a simile, since that question on the 
part of the thing formed cannot certainly be conceived as really taking 
place, and since the simile itself is of so frequent occurrence in the O. T., 
that Paul has doubtless employed it by way of reminiscence from that source. 
See Isa. xxix. 16, xlv. 9; Jer. xviii. 6; Wisd. xv. 7; Ecclus. xxxvi. 13. 
Vv. 21-23 also show that Paul sets forth God Himself under the image of 
the potter. According to Hofmann, the sense of the question resolves it- 
self into a complaint over the destiny, for which the creature is created by 
God. But the contextual notion of roziv is not that of creation, but that of 
preparation, adjustment (vv. 21, 22), correlative to the making of the potter, - 
who does not create his vessels, but forms and fashions (rAdcavt.) them thus 
or thus ; and obrwe simply specifies the mode of the making : in such shape, in 
such a kind of way, that I have not issued from thy hands as one of another 
mould. Comp. Winer, p. 484 [E. T. 465]. It is the rpdroc of the TOLELY, 
which presents itself in the result. 

Ver. 21. "H] The sense, without an interrogation, is : Unless perhaps the 
potter should not have power over his clay (r 0% rniowv), to make (roijoa, the in- 
finitive of more precise definition,) etc. Comp. Wisd. xv. 7. — é« tov abrow 
gopau.] The gbpaua (comp. on xi. 16 ; 1 Cor. v. 6) is the lwmp of the rHroc, 
mixed with water and kneaded, out of which the potter makes the different 
vessels. In the application of the simile, the same lump denotes human 
nature in and by itself, as it is alike in all with its opposite moral capabili- 
ties and dispositions,’ but not yet conceived of in its definite individual 
moral stamp. Out of this, like the potter out of the clay-dough which is 
susceptible of various moulding, God—who does not merely ‘allow to come 
into being” the different moral quality of individuals, in order then to fulfil 
on them the édzeiv or oxAnpbvew which He will (Hofmann), but effectively 
produces it—makes partly such as are destined to stand in honour (namely, 
as partakers of the Messianic glory), partly such as are to stand in dishonour 


1 This massa is by Augustine onesidedly munturin gratiam, and the vessels eis ariuiav 
viewed as ‘‘peccato originali infecta, cor- those which ad luendum debditum relinquun- 
rupta damnationique obnoxia,’’ sothatthen tur. 
the vessels cis tiyuyv are those which assu- 
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(namely, through the eternal aréAea). Comp. vv. 22, 23. See also 2 Tim. 
ii. 20, 21. The former is the effect of His éAeciv, as in the case of Moses ; 
the latter that of His oxAnptverv, as in the case of Pharaoh. Much too gen- 
eral and rationalizing, in opposition to the text, is van Hengel’s view, that 
the figure refers generally to the ‘‘inexplicabiles divini rerum humanarum 
regiminis rationes ;” and Beyschlag’s view amounts to the same thing : 
‘‘out of the material of the human race (?) which is at His disposal as it 
continues to come into existence, to stamp individuals with this or that histor- 
ical destination” (?). — ei¢ tiuqv| This is the destination of the vessel ; it is 
either to be honoured, so that it has rif (as e.g. a sacred vase), or is to expe- 
rience the opposite, so that aviuia cleaves to it (as é.g. an utensil destined to 
foul use). — Observe the purposely-chosen arrangement of the words: the jux- 
taposition of ‘ok Eyer (or lacks), the juxtaposition of 6 kepayed¢e tov myAod 
(although ov 7A, belongs to éovc. ; comp. Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 382, 
[E. T. 387]) and the prefixing of ei¢ ring. , 

Vv. 22-29. Fourth part of the Theodicée : God, full of long-suffering, has 
borne with vessels of wrath, in order withal to make known His glory on vessels 
of mercy, as which He has also called us Christians both out of the Jews and out 
of the Gentiles. Comp. on vv. 22, 23 ; Wisd. xii. 20, 21. These two kinds 
of oxeiy are necessarily the same as those meant in ver. 21 (in opposition to 
Weiss, p. 66 f., and bibl. Theol. p. 383). This is shown by the retention of 
oxebn, a8 well as by the attributes xatypriouéva and & rpoytoipacev Correspond- 
ing to the rovjoa of ver. 21, just as cic dwéAecav aptly corresponds to the ei¢ 
atiiav, and eic¢ ddfav to the ei¢ tyuqv, ver. 21. The former vessels as xatyp- 
Tioméva etc aTOAecav are necessarily oxen opyyc, for the divine dpy7 and amédea 
are correlates, which suppose one another. But the guilt, which is supposed 
by the notion of dpy7, is, in the entirely consistent connection of our pas- 
sage, presented—by the xataprifeww which precedes the guilt, and in virtue 
of which God has made them such as they are and not ‘otherwise—as the 
consequence of the moral development conditioned by this previous prepa- 
ration. Weiss fails to recognize the onesidedness of the mode of view here 
necessarily intended and boldly carried out by the apostle, which will not, 
moreover, bear the attempts of Hofmann to explain it away, or those of 
Beyschlag to twist the notion ; the latter least of all, on the subjective 
ground that the strictly understood notion of oxein dpyij¢ is incapable of fulfil- 
ment, which at the absolute standpoint of the text it is not. 

Ver. 22 f. forms a conditional interrogative sentence, the apodosis of 
which is not expressed, but is gathered from the context, viz. : Wilt thou still 
be able to venture the avraroxpivecba TG Og of ver. 20 f. ? Must thou not utterly 
become dumb with thy replies? Comp. on John vi. 61; Acts xxiii. 9; 
Luke xix. 41.1. This aposiopesis with ci d? corresponds perfectly to our : but 
how if, etc. Itis to be translated : ‘‘ But how if God, although minded to 
manifest His wrath and to make known His power, has endured with much long- 
suffering vessels of wrath, which are nevertheless adjusted for destruction, in 


1See also Calvin and Calovius, in loc.; Fritzsche, Conject. p. 30; Hartung, Partikell. 
II. p. 212; Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 297. 
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order also to make known the riches of His glory on vessels of mercy, which He 
has prepared beforehand for glory?” Paraphrased, the sense is: ‘‘ But if God, 
notwithstanding that His holy will disposes Him not to leave unmanifested His 
wrath and His power, but practically to make them known, has nevertheless 
hitherto, full of long-suffering, endured such as are objects of His wrath, and 
spared them from the destruction, to incur which they are nevertheless constituted 
and fitted like a vessel by the potter—endured them and spared them net merely 
as a proof of such great long-suffering towards them, but also with the purpose 
in view of making known, during the period of this forbearance, the fulness of 
His glorious perfection in respect to such as are. oljects of His mercy, whom He, 
as the potter fashions a vessel, has prepared beforehand, and put in order for 
eternal glory,—how, in presence of that self-denying long-suffering of God 
towards vessels of wrath, and in presence of this gracious purpose, which He 
withal, at the same time, cherishes towards the vessels of mercy, must any 
desire to dispute with God completely depart from thee !”—in detail the 
following points are to be observed : 62 is neither equivalent to ody, nor re- 
sumptive, but the simple jeraBarcxéy, making the transition to something 
further, namely, from the previous dismissal of the objector to the refutation 
which puts him to shame.’ Tholuck (comp. also Weiss, Reithmayr, and 
others) takes it antithetically, so that the sequence of thought would be : 
‘¢T assert this as God’s absolute right against you, if you choose to take 
your stand on the point of right ; but how if God has not so much as even 
dealt thus, etc. ?’ But such an interpretation, which would require the 
contrast to be much more strongly marked than by the mere 02, is at vari- 
ance with the retention in the sequel of the figurative oxety and their pre- 
paredness ; because it is thence evident, that what Paul had previously said 
concerning the freedom of God to prepare men of different character and 
destiny like potters’ vessels, he by no means intended to cancel, as if God 
had not thus dealt. ®éAov is, with Fritzsche, Philippi, Lamping, and 
several others, to be resolved by although, because only thus is there yielded 
the logically correct preparation for the notion of 70AA7 paxpobvpuia, which is 
a self-denying one ; the OéAew évdeifacba x.T.A. is the constant essential char- 
acteristic of the holy God, and yet He has borne, etc. The analysis’: because 
God willed (so most, including de Wette, Riickert, van Hengel), yields the 
sense that God has, in order thereupon to issue all the more evidently a penal 
judgment, endured patiently, etc. ; but this would not amount to a oAd7 
paxpobvuia, but in fact to a delay occasioned by an ungodlike motive, and 
having in view the heaping up of wrath. Unworthy of God, and only ren- 
dered possible by the importation of parenthetical thoughts, is the sense 
which Hofmann educes: God has not so borne with those men, that He 
would first sce how it would be with them, in order then to deal with them 
accordingly ; but He has done so with the will already withal firmly settled, 
to prove, etc. That negative and this already firm settlement of will are 
read between the lines. —OéAwv is placed at the head of the sentence, in 


~ 1 Hofmann asserts, with singular dogma- to a stronger reply. Why not? It intro 
tism, that the mefabatic 5¢ (Hartung, I. p. duces a new point (Bauemlein, p. 90). 
165) is not fitted to introduce the transition 
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order by contrast the more forcibly to prepare the mind for the notion for 
which it is intended to prepare, that of the paxpoOuuia. Td dvvardy abrod is 
what is possible to Him, what He is in a position to do. Comp. viii. 3, 7d 
adivarov rou véuov. Xen. Hell. i. 4. 18, tov tHe réAewe dvvarov. As to the 
matter itself, see 3 Mace. ii. 6. The aorist #veyxev does not refer to the long 
forbearance with Pharaoh (Chrysostom, de Wette, and most) ; the reference 
to him has been already concluded with ver. 18 ; but Paul intends generally 
the time hitherto (which will in like manner run on under this divine long- 
suffering up to the Parousia), when God has still restrained the will of His 
holiness, and has not yet accomplished the destruction of the objects of His 
wrath, which He will do for the first time in judgment. The oxety opyie, 
without the article, vessels of wrath, denotes not some, but such oxeby gen- 
erally,’ qualitatively understood, namely, vessels which are prepared (ver. 
20 f.) to experience God’s wrath on themselves, to be the objects of it. 
The effect of this wrath, which will go forth at the judgment, is everlasting 
destruction ;* hence karypr. cig arb2., adjusted for destruction (not ‘ripe for 
destruction,” as Weiss and Hofmann explain), serves to bring the paxpobvpia 
into still clearer relief, which is not that which waits for the self-decision of 
human freedom (Beyschlag), especially for amendment (in opposition to 
Bengel, Tholuck, and others), but that which delays the penal judgment 
(comp. on Luke xviii. 7), the prolongatio irue, Jer. xv. 15, et al. [See 
Note CVI. p. 401.] The passage ii. 4 f. is no protest against this view, 
since the apostle does not there, as in the present passage, place himself at 
the standpoint of the absolute divine will. The subject who has adjusted 
those concerned for aréJea is God ;* and any saving clause whereby the 
passive sense is made to disappear, or the passive expression—which, after 
ver. 20 f., not even a certain refinement of piety is to be suggested as un- 
derlying—is made to yield the sense that they had adjusted themselves for 
destruction, or had deserved it (see Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Grotius, Calovius, Bengel, and many ; also Steudel, Olshausen, 
Reithmayr, Beck, Hofmann, and Krummacher), is opposed to the literal 
meaning and to the context (ver. 21). See also Lamping, p. 213. Hof- 
mann’s interpretation especially : ‘‘who had advanced to that point, and 
found themselves therein,” is wrecked on his incorrect explanation of ré ye 
érroinoag obtwe, ver. 20. In kal iva x.7.A., nat is also, introducing, in addition 
to the object involved in the previous év roAAq waxpobuuia, that accessory ob- 
ject which God had in view in enduring the vessels of wrath in reference to 
vessels of mercy (the use of the genit. éAéove corresponds to that of dpyie, ver. 


1 And that so that both kinds of vessels 
exist among Jews and Gentiles (see ver. 
24); in opposition to van Hengel, who 
thinks that the vessels of wrath represent 
only the Jewish people; comp. also Weiss 
and others. 

2 Hahn, Theol. d. N. T.1. p. 166 f., errone- 
ously refers the opy7 and the arwAeaa to 
time, as opposed to eternity. The employ- 
ment of eis défav in contrast is decisive 


against this view. Comp. Ritschl, De ira 
Dei, p. 15. This remark also applies against 
Beyschlag, p. 57, who thinks that I change 
notions pertaining to the history of God’s 
kingdom into abstract dogmatic ones. As 
though the everlasting amrw#Aeva and the ever- 
lasting Sofa were not precisely the issues of 
that kingdom’s history / 

3 Comp. also Estius and Lechler, apost. 
Zeit. De 123. 
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92). Besides His great long-suffering towards those, He would also make 
known how rich in glory He was towards these. For had He not so 
patiently tolerated the oxeby dpyjc, but already caused the penal judgment 
to set in upon them (which is to be thought of as setting in along with the 
Parousia, not antecedently to this, like the destruction of Jerusalem), He 
would have had no space in which to make known His glory on oxeteovv 
éiéove. [See Note CVII. p. 401.] But this purpose was to be served ex- 
actly by that long period of forbearance, during which such oxeiy as were 
prepared beforehand by God for eternal défa should through their calling 
(ver. 24) be led to Christ, and thereby the fulness of the divine glory should 
be made known in respect to them ; which making known is matter ef fact 
(Eph. iii. 10). In rec d6é. aitov, the context directs us to think of the 
divine majesty in relation to its beneficent glory, its glory in the bestowal of 
blessing ; but cic dézav, as the opposite of cic arHd., denotes the everlasting 
Messianic glory (viii. 21, 30). The verbs érowwdfewv and xaraprife are not as 
different from one another as existence (Dasein) is from mode of existence 
(Sosein),—an assertion of Hofmann’s as incorrect as it is devoid of proof,— 
but éroupdcew also denotes to constitute qualitatively, to prepare in the cor- 
responding quality (1 Cor. ii. 9; Eph. ii. 10; Philem. 22; Matt. iii. 3 ; 
Luke i. 17, ii. 81; John xiv. 2, e al.). Comp. here especially 2 Tim. ii. 
21. Against such an error the well-known reflexive use of érowdlecv éavrdv 
(Rev. viii. 6, xix. 7) should have warned him, as well as the equivalent use 
of the middle (1 Mace. v. 11, xii. 27, and very frequently in the classics). 
It is solely with a view to variety and illustration that Paul uses for the 
same notion the two verbs, of which Hofmann rationalizes the érowudgevv to 
mean : ‘‘that it is God who has caused those who attain to glory to come in- 
to being for the end of possessing the glory, to which they thereupon attain 
by the fact that He pours forth His own upon them.” Nor is there any- 
thing peculiar to be sought behind the change from passive to active ; the 
transition to the active was more readily suggested by the thought of the 
activity of love. The xpo in rpoyroiuacev is not to be disregarded (see on 
Eph. ii. 10) ; nor is it to be referred to the time before birth, nor to the 
aeterna electio (the latter is the act of God, which before time preceded the 
praeparatio) ; but to the fact that God has so previously fashioned the cxeiy 
éAéovc, before He makes known His glory on them (just as the potter fash- 
ions the vessel), that is, has constituted in them that ethical personality, 
which corresponds to their destination to obtain eternal défa through Christ.’ 
In éx? the act of making known is contemplated as eatending over the men, 
who are its objects. If, with Beza and Fritzsche (Conject. p. 295; not 
abandoned in his Comment. p. 348 f., but placed alongside of the ordinary 
mode of connection), we should make kai iva yvwpion x.7.2. dependent, if not 


1 Thus the mpoetouragev, to prepare before- 
hand, is to be understood according to the 
context (vv. 21, 22), in the real sense, there- 
fore, of actual constituting, as previously 
xatnpt., and notin the sense of the mere 
predestination in the divine counsel (Phi- 
Jippi), to which also the explanation of 


Delitzsch, Psychol. p. 40, amounts, who rep- 
resents God as having eternally before Him 
“the whole.future state of the facts as to the 
decision” of the subjects, and dealing ac- 
cordingly. Comp, Matt. xxv. 34, 41; 2 Tim. 
ii.21 ; Eph. ii. 10, 


en 
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simply on xarnpriopéva (Riickert), yet on KaTnpt. ei¢ arddevav (80 also Bey- 
schlag), in which case cai would have to be taken most simply as and, the 
entire balance of the discourse would be deranged, inasmuch as the impor- 
tant thought «ai iva yvwpicy x.7.2., on which the whole sequel depends, 
would be subordinated to a mere secondary definition. The centre of 
gravity of the argument lies in the bearing with the vessels of wrath on the 
part of the divine long-suffering ; and thereof’ in ver. 23 there is brought 
forward an explanation glorifying God, which is added in respect to the 
oxebn éAéovc." The connection above referred to would also certainly yield a 
severity of thought, a rigour of telic view, which, granting all the boldness 
of deduction with which Paul follows out the idea of predestination, yet 
finds nothing further in accord with it in the whole treatise ; the thought, 
namely, that God has made ready the oxeby dpyfe for destruction, in order, 
through the effect of the contrast,* the more fully to make known His glory in 
the oxebeor éAéove. —It is further to be remarked, (1) That the interrogative 
conditional sentence forming an aposiopesis terminates with ver. 23, and is 
not (with Fritzsche) to be extended to ver. 24, since all that follows from 
ver. 25 onward belongs to the topic started in ver. 24. (2) That we are not, 
following Reithmayr and older commentators with Philippi,* to supply a 
second ei between xai and iva in ver. 23, and to assume that Paul had intended 
at the close of ver. 23 to say, éxéAecev abrobc, but that he at once directed 
his glance at the concretes, and therefore wrote ofc kat éxdAecev nuac instead 
of éxadecev abtobe. Thereby a rambling and confusion in the presenting of 
his thoughts is, quite unnecessarily, imputed to the apostle, which would be 
very glaring, particularly in a dialectic passage so stamped throughout with 
clearness, definiteness, and precision as the present. Similarly, but. still 


1 Beyschlag incorrectly objects, that thus 
the notion of long-suffering is deprived of 
its value ; for it isno more such, if it is ex- 
ercised not for the sake of its objects, but 
for the love of others. This does not take 
account of the fact that Paul has certainly 
expressed with sufficient definiteness, by his 
xai before tva, that he is speaking only of 
an aim which subsisted along with others, 
not of that which took place alone. 

2 Beyschlag here pushes to the utmost 
his explanation from the history of God's 
kingdom, in order to obtain the very oppo- 
site of this rigour: “‘ If God now drives the 
Jewish people through hardening towards 
destruction, He does certainly no more 
towards them than what they have richly 
deserved (?); but, at the same time, by 
breaking the brittle shell of Judaism, in 
which the gospel has germinated (?), He 
turns the same to account for the unfet- 
tered adoption of the Gentile. world, and 
brings in, along with the day of judg- 
ment (?) on Israel, the day likewise (?) of the 
glorification of the community chosen (?) 
by Him out of all the world.” This is con- 


sistent interpolation, with an elastic inéer- 
pretation of the strict notions conveyed by the 
words. 

3 In regard to my explanation, Philippi 
stumbles especially at the fact that Paul 
has not written éwi rAeiovaoxedy édéovs. 
But the apostle has in truth the two kinds 
of oxevy in view solely according to their 
quality ; the opposition thought of by him 
is purely qualitative ; a numerical compar- 
ison did not concern him. Had God not 
been so long-suffering towards vessels of 
wrath, He would not have been able to 
make known how richin glory He was 
towards men of an opposite sort—towards 
vessels of grace. The reflection is not con- 
cerned with how many of one and the other 
class were in reality extant ; but with the 
fact that God, with His long-suffering exer- 
cised in spite of His holy will towards the 
first category, had purposed at the same 
time the making known of His 86éa respect- 
ing the second category. Philippi’s doubt, 
still expressed in the third edition, touches 
Fritzsche’s exposition, but hardly mine. 
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more confusedly, Tholuck. The language in vv. 22, 23 is condensed and 
rich in thought, but runs on according to plan and rule in its form. (3) 
The apodosis (which on our understanding is not expressed) is not to be 
found in ver. 23, because this would only be possible by arbitrarily supplying 
hoc fecit, or the whole preceding chief sentence. So Ewald : ‘so He did that 
also, in order that He might make known, on the other hand, the riches of 
His glory, ete. ;” so also Th. Schott and Hofmann. — With our explanation 
agree substantially Calvin, Grotius, and several others ; including Winer, 
p. 530 [E. T. 570] ; Baur, in the Theol. Jahrb. 1857, p. 200 ; Lamping and 
van Hengel, whilst Umbreit educes something which has no existence in the 
passage, as though it ran: e dé Medev 6 Oed¢ . . . . GAN iveynev K.T.2. (He 
has, on the contrary, endured, etc.). 

Ver. 24. [See Note CVIII. p. 401.] Not a confirmation of the design of 
the divine endurance expressed in ver. 23 (Hofmann), but as the continu- 
ation of the relative construction most readily suggests, the concrete more 
precise designation of those intended by oxeby éAéovc, and that for the confirma- 
tion of what was said of them by & mponrtoipacev sic S6Eav. The kai denotes what 
is added to this rponroip. é. 6. : as which cxein He has also called us to this 
glory of the Messianic kingdom. — otc] attracted by jua¢ into the same gen- 
der. See Bernhardy, p. 302; Winer, p. 156 f. [E. T. 166]. The relative 
after an interrogative sentence has the emphasis of an oiro¢g yap (Kiihner, ad 
Xen. Mem. i. 2. 64) ; but the masculine is first introduced here, not in the 
preceding relative sentence (against Hofmann’s objection), because the 
neuter expression & mpoyroiz. was required by the conformity with the cor- 
relate katnptiouéva. — ov pdvov x.t.A.| Therefore without preference of the 
Jews. ‘‘Judaeus credens non est eo ipso vocatus, guod Judaeus est, sed 
vocatus est ev Judaeis,” Bengel. 

Ver. 25. Of the «ai é¢ éOvev' it is shown that it is in accordance with (e¢) a 
divine prophetic utterance. The é& "Iovdaiwv required no confirmation from 
prophecy ; but the other statement required it the more, inasmuch as it was 
exactly the Gentiles who had become believing that had been introduced 
as oxeiy éAéovc, in place of the Jews who had remained unbelieving. — 
év t@ ‘Qo.| in libro Hoseae: comp. Mark i. 2; John vi. 45 ; Acts vii. 42. 
The passage Hos. ii. 25 (the citation varies both from the LXX. and the 
original text) treats of the idolatrous people of the ten tribes, to whom God 
announces pardon and renewed adoption as the people of God. The apostle 
recognizes in this pardon the type of the reception of the Gentiles to salva- 
tion, and consequently, as its prophetically Messianic sense, a prediction of 
the calling of the Gentiles ; and from this point of view, which has its war- 


1 According to Hofmann (comp. his Weis- 

. sag. u. Hrf. I. p. 215, and Schriftbew. I. p. 251), 
Paul has referred the quotation to the Jew- 
ish people, in so far, namely, as it was 
called out of free grace, according to which 
the bestowal of grace promised by Script- 
ure appears as an act of God not founded 
on the condition of the subjects. But this 
after the immediately preceding aAAa cai é& 


é6vav is quite inadmissible, as it is also for- 
bidden by the transition to Jsrael, which 
first appears in ver. 27. Very rashly, Hof- 
mann terms the establishing of the typi- 
cally prophetic reference to the Gentiles 
an “idle talk.””> Comp. 1 Pet. ii. 10, with 
Wiesinger and Huther thereon. See also 
on x. 20. The simply correct view is 
already given by Chrysostom. 
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rant in the likeness of category to which the subjects belong (comp. Heng- 
stenberg, Christol. I. p. 251), he has also introduced the deviations from the 
words of the original and of the LXX., transposing the two parallel sen- 
tences, and rendering the thought épé 76 od Aaw pov x.7.A. (LXX.) by Karéow 
k.t.2., because the divine xAgowe of the Gentiles loomed before him as the 
Messianic fulfilment of the saying. Yet we are not thereby justified in 
understanding kaAéow and KAnOhoovtar, ver. 26, immediately in the sense of 
vocation (Fritzsche) ; for xadeiv tivd tr, to call any one to something, is without 
linguistic warrant, and the departure thus assumed from the original and 
from the LXX. would be unnecessary, and would amount to a mechanical 
proceeding. On the contrary, xadeiv is to be left in its ordinary significa- 
tion to name (comp. Hos. i. 6) ; the divine naming, however, as ‘‘ my people, 
my beloved,” of which the Gentiles were previously the very opposite, is in 
point of fact none other than just their calling to Messianic salvation, in con- 
sequence of which they are then named also from the human side viot Ocov 
Cavroc (ver. 26), and are therewith recognized according to the theocratic 
status which they have obtained. The vivid thought laid hold of the ex- 
pression «aAéow the more readily, since in this word to call and to name form 
a single notion. Accordingly we must translate : I will name that which is 
not my people, my people ; and her who is not beloved, beloved. Both expres- 
sions refer in the original to the significant names of a son (DY x9) and of a 
daughter (WIT) >) of the prophet, which he had been directed to give 
them as symbolically significant of the rejection of the people, Hos. i. 6-9. 
—On the ot standing beside the noun with the article, where the denial 
refers to a concrete definite subject, see Baeumlein,.Partik. p. 276. 

Ver. 26. Hos. ii. 1 (almost literally from the LXX., i. 10) is joined to the 
former passage, so that both are regarded as forming one connected decla- 
ration. Often so in Rabbinical usage, even when the passages belong to 
different writers. See Surenhusius, xaraad., p. 464. 45. — Kat gorar] TN), 
and it (the following) will come to pass. Comp. Acts. ii. 21. These words 
are included in those of the prophecy (see also the LXX.), and therefore a 
colon is not to be placed after xai, as though they were the apostle’s (Hof- 
mann and others).—These words also treat, in Hosea himself, of the theo- 
cratic restoration of the exiled people of the kingdom of Ephraim, so that 
iv 7) Térw ov' denotes Palestine, whither the outcasts were to return (not the 
place of exile, as Hengstenberg, I. p. 248, and others think). But Paul 
recognizes the antitypic fulfilment, as before at ver. 25, in the calling of the 
Gentiles, who, previously designated by God as not His people, become now, 
in consequence of the divine calling, sons of the living (true) God. See on ver. 
25. But in this sense of Messianic fulfilment, according to Paul, the rézo¢ 
ob éhpé0n abroic x... cannot be Palestine, as itis in the historical sense of the 
prophet ; nor yet is it ‘‘the communion of saints” (de Wette, comp. Baum- 
garten-Crusius : ‘‘the ideal state, the divine kingdom”), nor the ‘‘ coetus 
Christianorum, ubi diu dubitatum est, an recte gentiles reciperentur” 
(Fritzsche) ; but simply—and this is also the ordinary explanation—the Jocai- 


1 For analogous examples of 6¢ after ev r. trémm, See Bornemann, Schol. in Luc. p. 182. 
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ity of the Gentiles, the Gentile lands. There, where they dwelt, there they, 
called by God to the salvation of the Messiah, were now named sons of the 
true God ; and there, too, it had been before said to them : Ye are not my 
people ! in so far, namely, as this utterance of rejection was the utterance 
of God, which, published to the Gentiles, is conceived, in the plastic spirit 
of poetry, as resounding in all Gentile lands. To suppose the locality with- 
out significance (Krehl), is inconsistent with its being so carefully designated. 
And to take év 16 réxw ov, with Ewald, not in a local sense at all, but in 
that of instead that, even if it agree with the Hebrew (comp. Hitzig), can- 
not be made to agree with the Greek words. The LXX. understood and 
translated WW pips locally, and rightly so. 

Vv. 27, 28. If Paul has, in vv. 25, 26, shown aada s kai && é0vev to be based 
on prophecy, he now ee seeing that the accepted Gentiles have taken 
the place of the excluded Jews, also to adduce prophetical evidence of the 
exclusion of the greater part of Israel. — dé] leads over to another prophet,! 
who prophesies something further, and that concerning Israel: ‘‘ But 
Esaias cries. respecting Israel, etc.” — kpdgec] Of the loud crying, and there- 
with peculiarly impassioned, profoundly moved, and urgent call of the 
speaker, comp. Acts xxiii. 6, xxiv. 21; John vii. 28, 37, xii. 44, i. 15. — 
irép| Like repi, in respect of? as, since Demosthenes, frequently with verbs 
of saying. The quotation is Isa. x. 22 f., not quite closely following the 
LXX., and with a reminiscence (6 apiQu. tr. vidv Iop.) of Hos. ii. 1. — 1d 
irdAeupa owb.| The remnant concerned (with emphatic accentuation, é.e. not 
more than the remnant) will be saved ; that is, in the sense of the apostle : 
out of the countlessly great people ony that ee number which remains after 
the rejection of the hardened mass will attain to the Messianic salvation.? With 


1 Only this view agrees with the connec- 
tion, since the prophet Hosea was previous- 
ly cited by name, and now another is like- 
wise introduced by name. Therefore we 
are not to say, with van Hengel, that by dé 
the prophet is placed in contradistinction 
to God Himself speaking. But Hofmann’s 
opinion, that the position of irép tod "Iap. 
(for Paul has not placed imép Sé rod *“Iap. 
first) proves that ver. 25 refers to Israel, is in- 
correct ; because, if ver. 25 did not refer to 
the Gentiles, Paul would have had no rea- 
son for here adding wi7ép r. "Iop., since in 
the very passage under citation Israel is ex- 
pressly named. The train of thoughtis: (1) 
Hosea gives the divine prediction respect- 
ing the not-God’s-people (respecting the 
Gentiles) vv. 25, 26; (2) but Jsaiah utters a 
prophecy which contains information re- 
specting the relation of Jsrae to the recep- 
tion of salvation. Thus both prophets estab- 
lish what was said in ver. 24, od povoy é& 
*TovSaiwy, adda Kai é& €Ovav,—namely, Hosea 
the cat é€€ é6vav, and Isaiah the ov povoy é& 
‘TovSaiwy. Thus the emphasis in ver. 27 
lies primarily on ’Haatas 8é, whose prophecy, 


differing from the oracle of Hosea, is to be 
introduced by the significant cpdgec wrép r. 
*Iop. Paraphrase somewhat thus: But 
Isaiah, what do we hear from him? We 
hear the cry respecting Israel, ete. 

2 Hofmann misinterprets the passage in 
Isaiah, making it to mean that the whole 
people Israel, which shall return, be it never so 
numerous, is called a ‘“‘ remnant,’ for the 
reason that it has come out of a severe time 
of distress. In correspondence with this 
sense, the passage, which is incorrectly 
translated by the LXX. (because they have 
éav yévntar, and add avrav to xaradeiupa), is 
held to be rightly understood by Paul: 
that the remnant which obtains salvation is 
one with the people, of which the case is sup- 
posed, that tt is then as numerous as the sand 
by the sea.” Against this it may be urged 
(1) that 13 207 WNW according to the on- 


text (comp. also vii. 3) cannot mean: the 
return of the people will be the return 
of a remnant, so that the latter would be 
the people itself, but only: a remaining 
part (not the mass) will return in the people, 
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this understanding Paul employed the translation in the LXX.—not verb- 
ally exact, but corresponding to the Messianic reference—of WwW" by owhhoe- 
ta (which they understood of the deliverance by a return into Palestine) in 
the Messianic sense. In Isaiah the word refers to the return to God, 7s con- 
verted, of which the Messianic odfec#a is just the consequence. 

Ver. 28. The Hebrew runs : ‘J AYN 192 °3 API AoW yynn ra 
TIST-72 Tp2 MYy NIKBy NM. Hetirpation is decided,’ streaming justice 
(1.e. penal justice) ; for extirpation and decision (penal decision) the Lord 
Jehovah Zebaoth makes (i.e. is on the point of executing) in the midst of the 
whole earth (on Zion). The LXX. did not understand these words, and 
translated them incorrectly (on how they came to do so, see Fritzsche, also 
Maier, in the Theol. Jahrb. 1845, I. p. 190 f.). This cannot be denied ; nor 
are we, with Olshausen, to attempt to conceal or smooth over the fact by 
arbitrary interpretation of the Hebrew. Paul has nevertheless felt no 
scruple in abiding by their translation with a few unimportant deviations, 
since its sense is not less suitable than that of the original to the connection 
and object which the declaration here subserves. The words, .as Paul has 
them, mean : ‘‘ For utterance-accomplishing and (as matter of fact, through 
i speedy execution of it) short-cutting in righteousness (is He) ; for a short- 
cut utterance (i.e. & saying in which the whole penal decision is summarily 
included) will the Lord bring to pass on the carth.” In reference to single 
expressions, remark : (1) Aéyov, which belongs to both participles,- is neither 
decree (usually so taken, but this is not its meaning), nor matter of fact 
(Beza, Melanchthon, Castalio, Calvin, Koppe, Reithmayr, formerly also 
Ifofmann, Weissag. wu. Hrf. II. p. 218, and various others), which it never 
denotes with Paul, nor reckoning,* which, in connection with roviy, would 
be contrary to idiom, but dictwm, an utterance, which He has delivered ; 
and this indeed, in the first clause of the verse, which expresses the execu- 
tive justice of God in general, is to be understood quite generally ; comp. 
Erasmus, Paraphr. : ‘‘ quicquid dixit, plene praestet et quidem compendio,” 
In the second clause, on the other hand, which adduces proof of that gen- 


i.e. among the people,—the rest not. (2) 
The LXX. have understood the original 
_ substantially with perfect correctness, 
inasmuch as, instead of writing word 
for word 7. KaradA. owOjo. év avrois, they 
give the explanation: +7. katdA. avtav 
awOyo. (3) Paul follows the LXX. in this, only 


passing over the self-understood avrév.” 


That the LXX. render mn by yévnrar, and 
Paul writes # instead, is entirely unessen- 
tial. 

1 According to Hofmann, yu must be 
not predicate, but adjective : ‘‘ an end-mak- 
ing, which actually and truly makes an end,” 
which permits no further extension of the 
present state of the world; such an end- 
making will bring in the state of righteous- 
ness as with the force of waves. Incor- 
rectly, because thus YF} is made to con- 
tain something which is not in it (even at 


Job xv. 1), and because 7p t¥ is understood 
with Drechsler contrary to the context, 
and unsuitably to the figurative \uwW 
(comp. viii. 7, xxviii. 15, 18). 

2 So now Hofmann, omitting (see critical 
notes) the words €v Sixatocvvy: b7t Adyov avv- 
TeTunw. The Adyorv moecy is supposed to be 
the appointment of an accounting, which is 
designated by ovvtedciv as a settlement of ac- 
count, and by ovvtéwvery as an abridged pro- 
cess of accounting. The notion of holding a 
reckoning is certainly expressed in the 
Greek writers by the familiar phrases Adé- 
yov AapBadverv, vrd Tov Adyov aye.v, Adyov aiteiv 
etc., but not by Adyov movetvy, which has 
quite other significations, and in which 
Aoyos never means reckoning. Besides, ovv- 
téuverv With Adyov demands for the latter, 
according to constant usage, the significa- 
tion of speech, saying. 
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eral description of God with the concrete case, the occurrence of which is 
predicted, the divine saying of ver. 27, delivered through the prophet, is in- 
tended. (2) ovvréuvecv, used of something that is said (speeches, answers, 
and the like), like cvvacpeiv, never denotes in Greek anything else than to. 
cut short,’ and it is therefore inadmissible to depart from this signification 
of the ovrropia Adywv (Plato, Phaedr. p. 267 B). We must, however, observe 
that in ovvréuver this ‘‘ comprising in short” must be a matter of fact, con- 
sisting in the short summary despatch of the matter (comp. LXX. Isa. xxviii. 
22; Eur. Rhes. 450), like our ‘‘cut it short ;” while, on the other hand, 
ouvretunuévov (perfect) refers to the concise, short, and stern style in which 
the saying itself is conceived (7d irdéAetupa oobjoeta !)." Passages in which 
ovvréuvecv denotes overtake and the like (as Soph. Ant. 1090) have no bearing 
on the present one. Neither are we to adopt what Tholuck reads into it, 
that God will accomplish the promise delivered in Isa. x. 20, 21, only with 
great limitation of the number of the people, which would, besides, be not at 
all suitable to the perfect participle -ovvteranuévov. Moreover, the LXX. 
cannot have meant Adyov of the word of promise, but, according to the sense 
of the original, only of the penal judicial declaration. (8) év dixaocivy does 
not stand for the righteousness of faith (Fritzsche), but is to be referred, ac- 
cording to the context, as in the Hebrew, to the judicial righteousness of 
God. (4) The participles owter. and ovvréuvwv require only éori to be sup- 
plied.* See Hermann, ad Viger. p. 776 ; Bernhardy, p. 470 ; Kiihner, IL. 
1, p. 87. And (5) as respects the argumentative force of the ydp, it lies in 
the fact that, if God causes such a penal judgment to be issued on Israel, 
the part of the people remaining spared, which obtains salvation, can only 
be the iréAeruua out of the mass, that which remains over. Incorrectly Hof- 
mann, in accordance with his erroneous interpretation of vv. 27, 28, ex- 
plains : So long as this present world-period endures, Israel’s final salvation 
might remain in suspense ; ‘‘ but Jehovah leaves it not on this footing, He makes 
an end and settles accounts with the world, and the remnant which is then Israel's 
people returns to Him and attains to salvation.” 

Ver. 29. Since the preceding prophecy was not introduced by salac or we, 
we must here punctuate cai, xabd¢ mpoeipyxev “Hoaiag, ei pi) x.7.2., So that Paul 
adopts as his own‘ the words of Isa. i. 9 (closely following the LXX.): 


1 Plato, Protag. p. 334 D, Hp. 3, p. 318 B; 
Aeschines, p. 32. 23; Euripides, Jph. A. 
1249, Aeol. fr. v. 2; Lucian, bis. accus. 28 ; 
Soph. fragm. 411, Dind.; 2 Macc. x. 10; 
Pflugk, ad Hur. Hec. 1180. 

2The Vulgate has, with literal correct- 
ness, rendered brevians and breviatum. Van 
Hengel abides by this signification, but as- 
sumes as the sense of cuvréuyvwv: de ipsa 
tamen minatione nonnihil detrahens, so that 
God, in virtue of His righteousness, does 
not reject all, but saves a small part, con- 
sisting of the less refractory ; cvvtetunmeévov 
he then makes dependent on moujoe: “ fa- 
ciet, ut dictum suum incisum sit, i.e. ut mina- 
tio sua plerosque tantum Judaeorum attin- 


gat, de ea detrahens ad salutem pauciorum.” 
But so ovvréuveey would amount to the 
sense of subjecting something in part to de- 
duction ; but it is not employed thus of 
speeches, but only of things, Thue. viii. 45. 2 
Thy Te pcOopopav Evverepev), Xen. Hier. iv. 9, 
(ras Samavas cuvTéwverv). 

3 The subject, God, is here understood of 
itself according to the following context, 
so that it is unnecessary to parenthesize 


ére . . . wowjoee in order to gain kvptos as 
subject, as van Hengel artificially pro- 
poses. 


4 To supply an apodosis (Philippi: ovtw Kai 
vov éxev) is therefore completely superfluous, 
and consequently arbitrary. 
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“And, as Isaiah has prophesied, if the Lord of Zebaoth had not left behind to 
us a seed (in the sense of the apostle, this is that very iréieypa of ver. 27, 
which, like seed out of which new fruit grows, preserves and continues the. 
true people of God), we should have become as Sodom, and like to Gomorrah = 
the whole nation (by exclusion from Messianic salvation) would have with- 
out exception perished (fallen unto éméjea). — tpoeip.| Not to be under- 
stood, with Baumgarten-Crusius and van Hengel, following Erasmus, Beza, 
Calvin, Grotius, Michaelis, and others: has said at an earlier place, for local 
specifications of this kind are quite unusual in quotations with Paul, and 
here such reference would be without significance. It is used in the pro- 
phetic sense ; the prophet has said of the fate of the people in his time, with 
a forecast of its corresponding fate in the present time, what holds good 
of Israel's present ; the mass of its people is hardened by divine judgment, 
and forfeits salvation, and only a holy orépya is left to it.!— d¢ Téu.] Two 
modes of conception are intermixed : become like, and become as, LXX., Hos. 
iv. 6 ; Ezek. xxxii. 2; Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 140 f. Compare the classical 
connection of buov¢g and dpuoiwe With d¢ and dorep. 

Vv. 30-83. [See Note CIX. p. 402.] The blame of their exclusion rests 
upon the Jews themselves, because they strove after righteousness not by Saith, but 
by works ; they took offence at Christ. Observe how Paul here ‘with the 
fewest words touches the deepest foundation of the matter” (Ewald). 

Vv. 30, 31. From the preceding prophecies, ver. 25 ff. (not with particular 
regard to ver. 16, as de Wette), Paul now, in order to prepare the transition 
to the dati; bre «.7.A., Ver. 82, draws the historical result, and that in the 
form of question and answer : ‘‘ What shall we say then ? (we shall say) that 
Gentiles, they who strove not after righteousness, have obtained righteous- 
ness, but righteousness which proceeds from faith ; while Israel, on the 
contrary, in spite of its endeavour after the law which justifies, has not 
attained to this law.” Others take ér . . . &@ace to be a question, namely 
either : ‘‘ What are we to say to the fact, that Gentiles, etc.?” So, following 
Theodore of Mopsuestia and others, Heumann, Flatt, Olshausen, also Morus, 
who takes érz as because. Or: ‘‘ What are we therefore to say? Are we to 
say that Gentiles, etc. ?”” So Reiche, who is then compelled to consider du. 
dé tiv éx ior. as an answer inserted as in a dialogue, and to see in ver. 32 
the ‘‘ removal of the ground of the objection by a disclosure of the cause of 
the phenomenon, which has now no longer anything surprising init.” But 
Reiche’s view is to be rejected, partly on the ground that the insertion of a 
supposed answer, dix. dé r. éx 7., is a makeshift and unexampled in Paul’s 
writings ; partly because 67 . . . é¢@ace, even with the exclusion of dux. d2 
T. é« 7., Contains complete Pauline truth, and consequently does not at all 
resemble a problematic inquiry, such as Paul elsewhere introduces by ri 
épovwev, and then refutes as erroneous (see iv. 1). This, too, in opposition to 
Th. Schott, who, taking ri oby . . . dixavootyyy; as a single independent 
question (What shall we now say to the fact, that Gentiles, etc.), then finds 


*Comp. on mpoeip., Acts i. 16; Plato, Rep. p. 619 C; Lucian, Jov, Frag. 30 ; Polyb. 
vi, 3, 2, 
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the answer in dixaocbryy dé éx riotews, but afterwards, no less strangely than 
groundlessly, proposes to connect dari immediately, no punctuation being 
previously inserted, with the proposition "Iopa7A dé «.7.4. Finally, it is 
decisive against Heumann and others, that the answer of ver. 32, dv ov« K.7.A., 
does not concern the Gentiles at all (see ver. 30). — évy] Gentiles (comp. ii. 
14), not the Gentiles as a collective body. On the part of Gentiles righteous- 
ness was obtained, etc. — ra py didx.| They, whose endeavour (for they had 
not a revelation, nor did they observe the moral law) was not directed-towards 
becoming righteous, they obtained righteousness, but—and hereby this 
paradox of sacred history is solved—that which proceeds from faith. In 
the first two instances dcx. is used without any special definition from the 
Christian point of view ; the latter only comes to be introduced with the 
third dcx. — dé] comp. ili. 22 ; Phil. ii. 8. — On the figurative diéxevv, borrow- 
ed from the running for the prize in the racecourse, as also on the correlate 
kataAauBaverv, comp. Phil. iii. 12-14 ; 1 Cor. ix. 24; 1 Tim. vi. 11, 12; 
Ecclus. xi. 10, xxvii. 8 5 on ddxecv dixascoobyynv, Plato, Rep. p. 545 A. Ob- 
serve the threefold dixaoobvyy, as in ver. 31 the repetition of véuov dixacoc. 
_ The whole passage is framed for pointed effect : ‘‘ Vehementer auditorem 
commovet ejusdem redintegratio verbi . . . quasi aliquod telum sacpius 
perveniat ineandem partem corporis.” Auet. ad Herenn. iv. 28. 

Vv. 31,’ 32. Israel, on the contrary, striving after the law of righteousness, 
has (in respect to the mass of the people) not attained to the law of righteous- 
ness. —vouov dixatcoc.| The law affording righteousness. Quite erroneous is 
the view of Chrysostom, Theodoret, Calvin, Beza, Piscator, Bengel, Heu- 
mann, that it is a hypallage for dixaootvyy véuov ; and that of Riickert and 
K6llner is arbitrary, that Paul, in his effort after brevity and paradox, has 
used a condensed phrase for tov véuov o¢ véuov dix. On the contrary, the jus- 
tifying law isin both instances (comp. dixavoobvyy, ver. 30) to be left with- 
out any more precise concrete definition, and to be regarded as the ideal 
(comp. also Fritzsche and Philippi), the reality of which the Israelites strove 
by their legal conduct to experience in themselves (to possess), but did not obtain. 
The justifying law ! this is the idea, which they pursued, but to the reality 
they remained strangers. If, finally, we chose, with many others (including 
Bengel, Koppe, Flatt, Reiche, K6llner, Krehl, de Wette), to understand the 
first véu. duc. of the historical Mosaic law, and the second of Christianity, 
d:xwv would be opposed to us ; for this, according to ver. 30, expresses not 
the endeavour to fulfil the law, but the endeavour fo possess the law, as, indeed, 
ov é¢0ace cic must correspond to xaréAaBe in ver. 30, and therefore must sim- 
ply denote non pervenit (Vulg.), not : non praevenit (Erasmus, Estius, Ham- 
mond, and others, including Ewald and Jatho). Comp. on Phil. iii. 16. 
The reading of Lachmann, ei¢ véyov obk é¢0ace, Which Hofmann follows, is ex- 
plained by the latter : Israel was set upon fulfilling a law which teaches what is 
right (dtokav vduov dtxacoobvnc), but did not thereby succeed, did not become 


1 Ver. 31, although belonging to the an- dent proposition, because thus more em- 
swer to the ri ody épodmev, and therefore phatic, and because Sari, ver. 32, refers 
regarded by many as still dependent on ét, only to ver. 31, 
is nevertheless better taken as an indepen- 
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Evvopnog (ig vduov ovk épface) ; because the law remained for it, like a 
shadow, ever only near, but unattainable, thus Israel had not at all come 
- to have its standpoint generally in a law and to live in it, neither in that of the 
Old Testament, which it sought to follow, nor in that of the New Testament, 
on which it turned its back. An entirely subjective artificial complication 
of ideas, with invented accessories, and not even historically correct, since 
in fact the Israelites stood and lived only too much év véum and as évvopor, 
but could not withal attain to the véuoc dixaroctvyng. This dixarcocbhryyc 
is the tragic point of the negative counter-statement, and hence is indis- 
pensable in the text. — did ri] se. ei¢ vénov dix. obk éOacev ; answer : bru obK éK 
For, had they started from faith in their striv- 
ing, they would have obtained in Christianity the realization of their en- 
deavour, the véyuov dixacoobvyg ; through faith in Christ, to whom the law al- 
ready points (iii. 31, x. 5 ff. ; John v. 46), they would have become right- 
eous, and would thus in the gospel have really attained what floated before 
them as an idea, the justifying law. — dc é& tpy.] S¢ can neither denote a 
hypocritical conduct (Theophylact), nor preswmed works (Fritzsche), nor 
quasi (van Hengel, following the Vulgate) ; for, indeed, the Jews really set 
out from the works of the law in their endeavour. On the contrary, it 
means : Because their dcoxexv was in the way, in which a didxe starting from 
works is constituted ; the (perverted) kind and quality of the endeavour? is 
designated, comp. 2 Cor. ii. 17; John i. 14. The é épy. is by é¢ brought 
into fuller relief ; see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 757 £. — xpocéxowav x.t.2] without 
yap (see critical remarks), but thus coming in all the more strikingly : they 
stumbled, etc. ; that is the fatal fact, which befell them in their d:é«ecv, and 
caused that they oi é« miotewe x.t.2. Had they not stumbled at the stone of 
stumbling, they would have entered on the right line of endeavour éx riorewe, 
. instead of their perverted one d¢ éf épyuv véxov. . The simple appropriateness, 
clearness, and force, with which the zpooékopav x«.7.4. is thus introduced, 
must exclude the connection with a2’ é¢ é& épywv véuov (Lachmann), fol- 
lowed also by Th. Schott (‘‘ but, as could not but happen in consequence of 
works, came to ruin on the stone of stumbling”). The Aio¢ mpooxdéuparoc, 
the stone on which one stumbles (trips), is Christ, in so far as occasion for un- 
belief is taken at his manifestation (especially at His death on the cross, 1 
Cor. i. 23). Comp. Luke ii. 34 ; 1 Pet. ii. 7, 8. The figure is in perfect 
correspondence with the conception of the dcdxevv, and was pethaps selected 
in anticipation of the passage of Scripture to be adduced. Aptly, moreover, 
Theophylact remarks : 2/0. mpook. x. wétpa oKxavd. ard Tod TéAovE Kai THE EKBdoEwE 


TioTEewe. 8C. EdiwEav voor Sik. 


TOV aNLOTYGAYTWOY wréuacTat 6 Xpiotdc* abticg yap Kall éavTov Oepéduog Kai Edpaiopa 
ETéEOH. 
Ver. 33. This rpocéxopav 76 2/0 7. mpoox. ensued 





and this is the 0ea joipa 


1To this, according to the real sense, 
Philippi’s explanation amounts; taking as, 
however, of the suijective conception of the 
dwwoKortes, equivalent to ws bOnaduevor K.7.A. 
This is inadmissible, because, as with é 
nigt., Soalso with ¢& épywv, only the notion 


of duéxerv can be supplied. Hofmann has, 
in consistency with his erroneous under- 
standing of ver. 31, extorted from the 
words the sense, ‘‘ that Israel fancied itself to 
be in the position of a doing, by virtue of 
which i! was in pursuit of the law of God.” 
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herein—in conformity with the prophetic declaration, according to which 
Christ is laid as the stone of stumbling in Israel (év S.dv, as the theocratic seat 
of the people), and faith on Him would have been that very thing which 
would have preserved them from the forfeiture of salvation.—Isa. xxviii. 16 
and viii. 14 are blended into one declaration, with a free but pertinent va- 
riation both from the original and also from the LXX. With Isaiah, in the 
Jirst passage, the theocracy—the kingdom of Jehovah,! whose sacred basis 
and central seat is the temple—is the stone laid by God ; and in the second, 
God Himself is the stone of stumbling and the rock of offence for His enc- 
mies. But Paul (comp. 1 Pet. ii. 6-8) justly perceives in the passages proph- 
ecies of the Messiah (as do also the Rabbins), and, in connection with the Messi- 
anic character, of all the glory and triumph of the theocracy, the fulfiller of 
which is the Messiah. — 6 mor. ér. até] he who relies on Him, in the Messi- 
anic fulfilment : he who believes on Christ. Comp. x. 11; 1 Tim. i. 16; J 
Pet. ii. 6 ; Luke xxiv. 25. Christ, the object of faith, is conceived of as 
He to whom faith adheres as its foundation (comp. Bernhardy, p. 250) ; 
there is therefore no need of the circumlocution : “‘fidem in Deo ponit 
Christo fretus” (van Hengel). See also on Matt. xxvii. 42, and comp. éAzi- 
Cew éri, xv. 12. We may add that rac, if it were the genuine reading, 
would not have the emphasis ; but the latter lies upon 6 miorebwv, as the op- 
posite of rpookérrew. —xataoyvvOfoerat| The LXX. have this verb (kaTa.o- 
xvvO4), apparently deviating from the original text, Isa. xxviii. 16, where 
probably they have merely given an inaccurate translation of WM, accord- 
ing to the approximate sense, and have not adopted another reading, namely 
wr" (Reiche, Olshausen, Hofmann).—In the sense of the Messianic fulfil- 
ment of the saying, ‘‘he will not be put to shame” means, ‘ he will not for- 
Jeit the Messianic salvation.” Comp. on v. 5. 


Remark.—The contents of ix. 6-29, as they have been unfolded by pure ex- 
egesis, certainly exclude, when taken in and by themselves, the idea of a decree 
of God conditioned by human moral self-activity, as indeed God’s absolute activ- 
ity, taken as such by itself, cannot depend on that of the individual. On the 
other hand, a fatalistic determinism, the ‘ tremendum mysterium” of Calvin, 
which, following the precedent of Augustine, robs man of his self-determination 
and free personal attitude towards salvation, and makes him the passive ob- 
ject of divine sovereign will, may just as little be derived as a Pauline doctrine 
from our passage. It cannot be so, because our passage is not to be considered 
as detached from the following (vv. 30-33, chap. x. xi.) ; and because, gener- 
ally, the countless exhortations of the apostle to obedience of faith, to steadfast- 
ness of faith and Christian virtue, as well as all his admonitions on the possi- 
bility of losing salvation, and his warnings against falling from grace, are just, 
so many evidences against that view, which puts aside the divine will of love, 
and does away the essence of human morality and responsibility. See also, 
against the Calvinistic exposition, Beyschlag, p. 2 ff. If we should assume, 
with Reiche and KiOllner, Fritzsche and Krehl, that Paul, in his dialectie 


1 See the varying interpretations in Gesenius, Drechsler, Hofmann. The latter under- 
stands the house of David. . 
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ardour, has allowed himself to be carried away into self-contradiction,! we 
should thus have a self-contradiction so palpable, and yet so extremely grave 
and dangerous in a religious and ethical aspect, making the means of grace il- 
lusory, and striking so heavily at the Christian moral idea of divine holiness 
and of human freedom,—that we should least of all suppose this very apostle 
to be capable of it; for, on the one hand, his penetration and his dia- 
lectic ability well might, just as, on the other hand, his apostolic illumina- 
tion in particular, and the clearness and depth of his own moral experience 
must, have guarded him against it. But this affords no justification of 
the practice which has been followed by those of anti-predestinarian views 
from the time of Origen and Chrysostom (see Luthardt, vom freien Willen, p. 
14 ff.) until now (see especially Tholuck on vv. 16-18, 20-22, and also Weiss, 
ib.; comp. Gerlach, letzte Dinge, 1869, p. 159), of importing into the clear 
and definite expressions of the apostle in this place, and reading be- 
tween the lines, the moral self-determination and spontaneity of man as the 
correlate factor to the divine volition.? On the contrary, a correct judgment 
of the deterministic propositions of vv. 15-23 lies in the middle between the 
admission, which is psychologically and morally impossible, of a self-contradic- 
tion, and the importation, which is exegetically impossible, of conceptions of 
which the apostolic expression is the stark opposite—somewhat as follows. 
Seeing that the mode of the concurrence, so necessary in the moral world, of 
the individual freedom and spontaneity of man on one side, and the absolute 
self-determination and universal efficiency of God on the other, —which latter, 
however, as such by no means lacks the immanent law of holiness (against 
the objection of Beyschlag, p, 20),—is incomprehensible by human reflection, so 
long, that is, as it does not pass out of the sphere of the Christian fundamental 


1 Fritzsche, IT. p. 550: ‘‘ Melius sibi Pau- 
lus consensisset, si Aristotelis, non Gamali- 
elis alumnus fuisset.”’ 

27This practice of importing is obvious, 
among the Greek Fathers, especially in 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, and among 
modern theologians since the precedent of 
Arminius (see Beyschlag, p. 9 ff.), but espe- 
cially in Tholuck’s paraphrase of the pas- 
sages in question. Thus he paraphrases, 
é.g., ver. 17: “How greatly this is the case, 
is shown according to Scripture in Pharaoh, 
of whom, in spite of his running against the 
divine will, it is said, ete.”? Again, in ver. 
18: ‘“‘Thus God executes His decree of 
mercy on those who desire to become blessed 
through mercy [ov 6éAec 1], and hardens those 
who in their resistance reject such decree 
of grace”’ [év 6éAec]. It is self-evident that, 


with such importations and alterations of. 


the sense, no text is any longer sufficiently 
safe from the subjectivity of its interpreter. 
See, against such methods, the in the main 
apt observations of Baurin the Theol. Jahrb. 
1857, p. 196 ff., and in his V. 7. Theol. p. 182 
ff. Lechler also, Apost. Zeit. p. 122 ff., 
passes an unprejudiced and correct judg- 
ment; whilst Weiss, by the mediating sug- 


gestion that God may determine, according 
to His unlimited will, to what condition He 
will annex His grace, can by no means avail 
against the clearness and definiteness of 
the text; and Hofmann, by the intermin- 
gling of rationalizing attempts to explain 
the details, cannot remove the difficulties. 
Philippi (Glaubensl. IV. 1, p. 113) rightly 
leaves the absolute divine freedom in the 
bestowal of salvation, as Paul dwells on it, 
intact, and connects with this result the 
solution which is disclosed by Paul himself 
in reference to that, at first sight, one-sided 
theory at the close of this very chapter, and 
in chap. x. and xi. The doctrine of election 
of Schleiermacher pours unbiblical notions 
into the mould of biblical expressions, and 
finishes with a general apokotastasis ; whilst 
in the Hegelian school, to which evil is a 


_ necessary element in the absolute process, 


the positive fundamental doctrines of the 
gospel as to sin, grace, regeneration, and 
reconciliation with God, when they are 
thought to be raised at all to their notion 
[Begriff], find no longera place. For the 
history of doctrine in modern times here 
concerned, see Luthardt, vom freien Willen, 
p. 366 ff. 
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view into the unbiblical identity-sphere of the pantheistic view, in which indeed 
freedom has no place at all ;' as often as we treat only one of the two truths : 
‘*God is absolutely free and all-efficient,” and ‘«Man has moral freedom, and 
is, in virtue of his proper self-determination and responsibility as liberum 
agens, the author of his salvation or perdition,’’ and carry it out in a consistent 
theory and therefore in a one sided method, we are compelled to speak in such 
a manner, that the other truth appears to be annulled. Only appears, however ; for, 
in fact, all that takes place in this case is a temporary and conscious withdraw- 
ing of attention from the other. In the present instance Paul found himself in 
this case, and he expresses himself according to this mode of view, not merely 
in a passing reference, vv. 20, 21 (Beyschlag), but in the whole reasoning of vy. 
6-29. In opposition to the Jewish conceit of descent and of works, he desired 
to establish the free and absolute sovereign power of the divine will and action, 
and that the more decisively and exclusively, the less he would leave any ground 
for the arrogant illusion of the Jews, that God must be gracious to them. The 
apostle has here wholly taken his position on the absolute standpoint of the 
theory of pure dependence upon God, and that with all the boldness of clear 
consistency ;? but only until he has done justice to the polemical object 
which he has in view. He then returns (see vy. 30 ff.) from that abstraction to 
the human-moral standpoint of practice, so that he allows the claims of both 
modes of consideration to stand side by side, just as they exist side by side 
within the limits of human thought. The contemplation—which lies beyond 
these limits—of the metaphysical relation of essential interdependence between 
the two,—namely objectively divine, and subjectively human, freedom and ac- 
tivity of will,—necessarily remained outside and beyond his sphere of view ; 
as he would have had no occasion at all in this place to enter upon this prob- 
lem, seeing that it was incumbent upon him to crush the Jewish pretensions 
with the one side only of it—the absoluteness of God. The fact that, and the 
extent to which, the divine elective determination is nevertheless no « delectus 
militaris,” but is immanently regulated in God Himself by His holiness, and 
consequently also conditioned by moral conditions on the human side, does 
not enter into his consideration at all for the moment. It is introduced, how- 
ever, in ver. 30 ff., when the one-sided method of consideration temporarily 
pursued is counterbalanced, and the ground, which had been given up for a 
while in an apologetic interest to the doctrinal definition of an absolute decree, 
is again taken away. Comp. also Beck l. c. and Baur, neut. Theol. p. 182 ff. 
But when Beyschlag places chap. ix. under the point of view, that the discus- 
sion therein relates not to a decree, antecedent to time, for men’s everlasting salva- 
tion or perdition, but only to their adoption or non-adoption into the historical 
kingdom of God (thus into Christianity), and that of the Jews and Gentiles as 
the two groups of mankind, not of individual men, and when he finds the true 
key of exposition in this view; his idea cannot be justified by the simple ex- 


1 To say nothing at all of the modern ma- 
terialism (Vogt, Moleschott, Biichner, and 
others), according to which spirit is replac- 


- ed by the exertion of force in brain-sub- 


stance, nerve-material, change of matter, 
and in material substrata generally. See on 
it, and its relation to theology, Rosenkranz 
in Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. 1864, p. 225 ff. 


2 He says by no means only how God 
could proceed without violating a claim of 
right (Julius Miiller, v. d. Stinde, I. p. 514, 
ed. 5), but how He does proceed. Older ex- 
positors have also endeavoured to help 
themselves with this problematic paraphra- 
sis. See, ¢.g., Flacius, Clav, Il. p. 387. 
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egesis of chap. ix., and without anticipating the contents of chap. x. and xi, ; 
and the difficulty in principle, which is involved in the entirely free self-deter- 
mination of the divine will, remains-—while it is transferred to the sphere of 
the action of God in the historical government of the world—even thus unremoved. 


Norres By AMERICAN EDITOR. 


CI. Chaps. ix.—xi. 


In chapters ix.-xi. the second main objection to the doctrine of justification by 
faith is considered—namely, that, by reason of the rejection of all unbelieving 
Jews which it involves, it contradicts the promises of God and His covenant with 
His chosen people. The preceding section (vi.-viii.) has reference to an objec- 
tion of ageneral character ; this section refers to one that arises from the Jewish 
standpoint and belongs in the sphere of the thought and controversy of the time 
when the Epistle was written. (See Note LXIV.) Accordingly we find the Apos- 
tle, as he turns to the discussion of this difficulty, proceeding in a similar course 
to that which he takes in ch. ii. He prepares the way carefully—in this case, 
by a declaration of his affection for and sympathy with the Jews as his own 
countrymen—for the statement of the true view of the covenant and promises 
which they had fatally misinterpreted. This declaration is repeated, in sub- 
stance, at the opening of chs. x. and xi.—a fact which shows the delicacy of the 
task which he was now undertaking. There are in this section three principal 
subdivisions, which correspond very nearly with the arrangement of the 
chapters ; only that the second one begins at ix. 30, instead of x.1. The sub- 
ject of these divisions is given in Meyer's note introductory to the chapters. 
The final purpose of the Apostle is to show that in this darkest and most mys- 
terious part, as it might seem, of God’s administration of the world, the end in 
view was mercy and blessing to all—Jews and Gentiles alike. The summation 
of the whole, as it were, is in the exclamation of wonder and praise, xi. 33-36. 
As everywhere in the Epistle, so even in this portion of it, Paul’s mind is filled 
with a sense of the infinite goodness of God, and with joy in the thought of 
the free salvation which was designed for men of all nations, and was finally to 
be extended to all. : 


COIL. Ver. 5. 6 Ov éxt rdvtwv Oed¢ evAoyntoc K.T.A. 


Meyer admits that these words may be interpreted as referring to Christ, and 
thus makes the question concerning them one of probabilities. The unpreju- 
diced investigator of the meaning will accept the latter position, as well as the 
former. He will also admit that they may refer to God, even though believ- 
ing, for himself, that they have reference to Christ. The grounds on which 
“Meyer rests his view—that the words are a doxology to God—are substantially 
the same with those presented by other advocates of that understanding of the 
clause. They are the following : (1) that Paul does not, elsewhere, apply the 
name Qeéc to Christ ; (2) that some passages in his Epistles (e.g. 1 Cor. viii. 6 ; 
Eph. iv. 5, 6) make a marked distinction between Christ and 6 én? ravtwv Oed¢ 
or Oedc ; (3) that doxologies to Christ are not found in the writings of the 
Apostles ; (4) that ebAoynréc is not used of Christ in the bi! 

To the first of these arguments it is answered : (a) that Christ is called O«dc 
by Paul in Acts xx. 28 ; Tit. ii. 13 (some also hold the same view with respect 
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to Col. ii. 2; Eph. v. 5 ; 2 Thess. i. 12), [to which, however, reply is made that 
such an interpretation of the passage in Acts is founded on a wrong text, and 
of the one in the Ep. to Titus on a wrong construction] ; (6) that, even admit- 
ting that there is no such use of Oed¢ elsewhere in Paul’s Epistles, he may have 
given this name to Christ in a single instance, as John does in only one or two 
cases, though he employs the word @eé¢ (referring to God) quite as many times 
as does Paul in proportion to the extent of his writings [but to this, also, a reply 
is made that John uses the word in connection with the Logos idea pecul- 
iar to his writings, and that the calling Christ God over all is incompatible with 
the N. T. view of the dependence of the Son on the Father].—To the second 
argument it is answered, that the distinction made in the verses alluded to is 
not inconsistent with the application of the name Oeé¢ to Christ here. He may 
be Oed¢ and 6 Op émi ravrwr Oedc in His own nature and in Himself ; and yet, as 
distinguished from the Father and as related to the work of redemption 
[Eph. iv. 3 ff., through the expressions, one body, one hope, one faith, one bap- 
tism, turning the reader’s thought to this work], He may be called KUpLOG, 
while the Father is described as Oed¢ Kad TaTnp TavTwr, 6 evi ravTwy.—In an- 
swer to the third argument, instances are pointed out where doxologies refer to 
Christ : e.g., as some maintain, 1 Pet. iv. 11; as most writers admit, 2 Tim. iv. 
18 ; and, beyond question, 2 Pet. iii. 18 ; Rev. i, 6, v. 18. [Reply, however, is 
made with regard to the first of these cases, that, when the verse is properly 
explained, the reference to God becomes clear, and with regard to all the others, 
that they occur in non-apostolic writings].—The fourth argument is answered 
by calling attention to the fact that the number of instances in which the word 
evdoyntéc occurs (only four others in Paul’s Epp. and seven in the entire N. T.) 
is too small to afford any such evidence of usage as to exclude the possibility 
of employing it with reference to Christ. 

On the other side, the following points are urged by those who regard the 
words as descriptive of Christ : (1) That, inasmuch as Xpcoré¢ immediately pre- 
cedes 6 dv at the opening of this clause, it is the most natural and simple ex- 
planation of the sentence to make these words refer to Xp. as an antecedent. 
This argument has been pressed by some authors beyond its legitimate force ; 
and the affirmation, as thus understood, has been denied. Itis believed, how- 
ever, that the greater simplicity of this construction, unless overborne by 
other considerations, will be admitted by all as favoring, at least in some de- 
gree, the reference to Christ. (2) That 7d card odpxa suggests a contrast, and 
that the expression, rather than the omission, of that which forms the other 
side of the contrast is to be expected—some claim that it is demanded. To 
this argument, even in the milder form of stating it, a reply is offered, (a) by 
calling attention to cases where the antithesis is omitted--one such case occur- 
ring only two verses earlier than that which contains this clause ; (b) by saying 
that there is an implied antithesis, which answers the demands of the case here, 
of another sort than that suggested by interpreting these words of Christ— 
namely, the relation of Christ in his redemptive work to all men, as contrasted 
with his membership as a man in the Jewish race ; and (c) on van Hengel’s 
part, by declaring that. 1d xara capxa, according to the usage of Greek writers, 
requires a period after it, and cannot be followed by such an antithetical clause. 
This position of van Hengel’s, however, is not defended by most others, and it 
seems to be untenable. If it is abandoned, the case stands thus with respect 
to xatd odpxa. This phrase naturally suggests to the reader’s mind an anti- 
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thetical statement. There is a certain antecedent probability that this state- 
ment would be made in words by the author, and not left to be supplied in the 
thought of the reader. If the clause 6 dy x.7.A. is regarded as descriptive of 
Christ, the author gives such an expression of the contrast ; otherwise he does 
not. That which is expressed in these words, as thus explained, is the antithe- 
sis adapted to the Apostle’s purpose, which is to set forth the honor put upon 
the Israelites by God. xara cdpxa, therefore, points towards this construction 
of the sentence. — (3) That the position of edAoynré¢ in the clause is the right 
and natural one if the words are descriptive of Christ, but not so if a doxology 
to Godisintended. This word, it is claimed, is in all instances of doxologies of 
this character throughout the Scriptures placed at the beginning of the sentence 
(the case in LXX. Ps. Ixvii, 20, which is sometimes cited, forming no proper 
exception) ; and not only this, but it is affirmed also that it is of the very nature 
of such a sentence that this should be the arrangement. It is maintained, in 
answer to this argument, that the entire matter of the order of words ina 
Greek sentence is dependent on emphasis ; and that while, in ordinary doxo- 
logical sentences, the doxological word is designed to be emphatic, this is not 
necessarily the case ; and furthermore, that it is not so in this particular sen- 
tence. The fact that God is over all is suggested by the previously-mentioned 
blessings ; and,—as this is the natural suggestion, —when the thought turns from 
an enumeration of His gifts to Himself as their author and source, ruling over 
all, the words describing Him must be most emphatic. It is denied, however, 
by advocates of the reference to Christ, that the Scriptural writers varied their 
usage respecting the doxological word, whatever emphasis might appertain to 
the subject of the sentence; and it is added that, if the subject in this 
clause had been designed to be made so much more prominent than the word 
of blessing as to necessitate its holding the first position, it would have been 
placed in the dative, 76 dvti éxi rdvtwr OeG—a mode of expression which 
would have prevented all misunderstanding.—(4) That the use of the words 6 
Ov éxi mavtwv is readily accounted for if the writer wished to set forth the 
glory and exaltation of Christ, but is not so well adapted to express the idea of 
the superintending providence of God as connected with the blessings be- 
stowed upon the Jewish people. Some other expression for the latter idea 
would have been more appropriate. It is claimed by some, also, that if the 
Apostle had desired to introduce an ascription of praise to God with reference 
to the gifts which had just been mentioned, he would have glorified Him for 
His goodness, and not for His controlling providence or power.—(5) That a dox- 
ology to God is out of place here, at the close of a passage which is a lamenta- 
tion over the lapse of the Jews. To this, however, it is answered that there is 
here, not a lamentation, but an enumeration of privileges and distinguishing 
honors, and for these it was most natural to praise God, who in His sovereignty 
had ordered it thus.—(6) That this interpretation was given by the Christian 
Fathers, or the great majority of them. It is claimed on the other side, how- 
ever, that the Fathers are not so unanimous as has been supposed ; that many 
of them simply adopted that view of an ambiguous passage which agreed with 
their doctrinal opinions ; that as. exegetes they do not in many or most cases 
deserve special regard-—their qualifications in this respect being often moder- 
ate and their interpretations sometimes fanciful or even absurd. The English 
Revisers of the Auth. Ver. of the N. T. seem to have given much weight to the 
views of the Fathers respecting this clause, for, in recording other explanations, 
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they refer to them as represented by ‘‘ some modern interpreters”—words which 
are not elsewhere used in their marginal notes. 

The strength of the argument for the reference of the words to Christ lies in 
the fact that each phrase and element of the clause indicates a probability, a3 
connected with itself, that this is the true explanation. That of the argument 
for the other view—that they are a doxology to God—is centred, mainly or 
wholly, in the fact that Paul uses the word Oed¢ in only one or two other in- 
stances (as affirmed by the advocates of this view, in no other instance), as 
descriptive of Christ. When, however, it is borne in mind that the apostolic 
writers, by reason of the very work to which they were consecrated—the per- 
suading men to become reconciled to God through Christ—were naturally led 
to speak of Christ almost wholly as in his mediatorial office and as man, the 
force of the alleged fact is very largely diminished. It is believed that it can- 
not sustain the weight of the opposing considerations, and that the interpreta- 
tion which applies the word to Christ must be adopted as the more probable 
one. 

The construction of the words which places a period after tavtwy has less 
ground for acceptance than that which makes the whole a doxology, for by it 
all supposed justification for placing evAoyyré¢ after the subject is taken away, 
and the words which are regarded as alluding to the superintending providence 
of God—and thus as connecting the ascription of praise with the statement of 
the privileges—are removed from the doxological sentence. 

A full discussion of this matter cannot be presented within the limits here 
allowed. The object of this note is to set forth, in outline, the considerations 
urged by the two parties, and to indicate what conclusion the probabilities of 
the case may lead us to adopt. The reader will find in the Journal of the 
(American) Society of Biblical Literature and Exegesis for 1881 an extended 
paper on the subject by Professor Ezra Abbot, defending with great learning 
and ability the view which refers the words as a doxology to God, and in the 
same Journal a paper advocating the other view by the writer of this note. 
The latter paper was prepared on a somewhat different plan from ‘Prof. 
Abbot’s, and is much shorter, but was designed to give a full and fair presenta- 
tion of the case. It may be added, that Weiss, in his edition of Meyer's work, 
rejects the view of Meyer and adopts the opposite one, applying the words to 
Christ. 


CII. Ver. 6. ovk olov da bre Exréntoxev K.T.A. 


The explanation of these words and of their connection with vv. 2, 3, which 
is given by Meyer, is to be accepted. As related to the main thought and 
progress of discussion in the Epistle, this verse may be regarded as carrying 
with it the declaration, that the doctrine of faith which the Apostle defends 
does not involve in itself any failure of God’s promises to His people. In this 
way he meets, at the beginning of the section, the objection or difficulty which 
made the writing of these chapters necessary. 


CIV. Ver. 11. ppt yap yevonbévtav pndé mpagavtwv te ayabov 7 gadrov. 


The object of these words is evidently to show that God’s choice in such 
cases is not made in dependence on, and after, human action. It is, on the 
other hand, determined before such action. ‘That the passage refers to an 
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election to salvation in Jacob’s case and a non-election in that of Esau cannot 
be proved, for the context does not necessitate the giving of this meaning 
to the illustrative example, and we are nowhere informed in the Scriptures that 
Esau failed of salvation. That Esau and his descendants were not placed by 
God in the historic line of the spiritual plan is evident, but nothing beyond 
this. Dr. Shedd, following Calvin, Augustine, and some others, holds that while 
these two children had as yet no actual sin, they had original sin as being 
descendants of Adam. They were not innocent, he says, because salvation to 
which one of them was elected presupposes sin and condemnation. Having 
already a physical and psychical existence in the mother’s womb, they became 
subject to the divine decision, and this decision was for eternal life for one of 
the two, not for the other. That they had such a physical and psychical exist- 
ence he founds upon Heb. vii. 10.—the only N. T. passage cited. This passage 
states that Levi was in the loins of his great-grandfather, but can scarcely be 
understood as affirming that he had a psychical and physical life when Mel- 
chisedek met Abraham. Of the only action assigned to Levi by the verse, also, 
it is said that it was action in a figurative sense. The bearing of Levi’s ex- 
perience therefore on original sin, or on the innocent condition of Jacob and 
Esau just before birth, does not seem to be more decisive than does that of the 
context here or the O. T. history on the eternal future of the two. Godet re- 
marks, in his annotations on these verses: ‘‘In speaking of Jacob and Esau, 
either as men or as nations, neither Genesis, nor Malachi, nor St. Paul has 
eternal salvation in view ; the matter in question is the part they play regarded 
from the theocratic standpoint.” The view of Godet is favored by all the in- 
dications which the passage and the relation of these chapters to the plan of the 
Epistle afford. 


CV. Ver. 14. 7 adixia mapa Th Oe 5 


The evidence that God’s plan involves selection, which is furnished by the 
cases occurring in the earliest stage of its development, having been given, the 
Apostle now proceeds to consider the question whether such selection shows 
injustice on God’s part. This question, like similar ones arising in previous 
chapters from the opposite side in the discussion (e.g. vi. 1, vii. 7, ef. vi. 15), is 
introduced by ri odv épotuev ; itis answered by pA yévorro ; and the negative is 
then proved. The proof, in this case, consists of two points: (1) An argument 
addressed to those on the Jewish standpoint :—the O. T., in what it says re- 
specting Moses and Pharaoh, declares that God acts in this way. A represen- 
tation of God, however, which is found in the O. T., the Jew must admit to 
be consistent with justice. To this extent it is an argumentum ad hominem. 
(2) The dealing of God with all in the way of long-suffering and mercy is ir- 
reconcilable with such an idea of Him as the question suggests. His benevo- 
lence establishes the fact of His righteousness. This argument is equally adapt- 
ed to the minds of all, Gentiles or Jews. It is prefaced, in vv. 19-21, bya 
passage which is designed to rebuke the presumption of the objector and ex- 
press the shocked feeling of the Christian mind at the presentation of the 
question. That this is the true view of these three verses, and that they are 
not strictly a part of the proof, is indicated by the fact that they are not neces- 
sary to the argument, and, also, by the additional fact that no valid argument 
can be drawn for the justice of God in relation to the destiny of immortal and 
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intelligent creatures from the right which the potter has to fashion lifeless clay 
according to his arbitrary will. It is evident, accordingly, as this paragraph 
(vv. 14-29) is carefully examined, that the main point in the writer’s mind is the 
goodness of God —long-suffering even towards those who are rejected. This 
fact may well be borne in mind in interpreting the statement with regard to 
Pharaoh. In connection with the same statement the primary reference of the 
entire section to nations, and not to individuals, should be remembered. The 
same thing is worthy of consideration as we inquire as to the meaning of spe- 
cial words in the 22d verse. 


CVI. Ver. 22. év roAAq paxpobvuia. 


The view of Meyer that waxpofvuia here means the prolongatio irae, and not 
that which waits for the self-decision of human freedom, is justly rejected by 
Weiss, who says that the latter idea is evident from the very nature of the case, 
and is distinctly declared by Paul in ii. 4. Godet also calls attention to the 
fact that this human self-decision is brought forward in the next following 
context, ver. 30 ff. Weiss further holds, as against Meyer, that oxein dpyij¢ does 
not denote the vessels which are prepared to experience God’s wrath on them- 
selves—to serve for a manifestation of His wrath, which, especially in connec- 
tion with ver. 21, would require ox. ei¢ dpy7v, but vessels which appertain to, 
i.e. have fallen under His wrath, i.e. through their own acts. katypriopéva he 
regards as to be taken in an adjective sense, ready, ripe for (so also Godet). He 
refers, as a proof that it does not mean prepared or fitted by God, to the variation 
from the construction @ rponroiuacev of the next verse, which is apparently in- 
tentional. The observation of such points as these makes evident the weak- 
ness of the supports on which the more extreme views of individual election, 
as connected with these verses, rest. Individual election is an inference from 
what is said in the chapter, rather than a distinct declaration of any of its 
words, 


CVIL. Ver. 23. tva yrwpicn k.7.A. 


The relation of ver. 23 to ver. 22 isas given by Meyer. The vessels of wrath 
are borne with in mercy and long-suffering to give them opportunity for repent- 
ance, but there is also an additional purpose—namely, that God may make 
known the riches of His glory (i.e. in the manifestation of it in mercy and 
blessing) to the vessels of mercy. This view does not involve the idea that 
God’s design of good for the vessels of mercy is of secondary importance ; but 
only that their good is, in the matter of His dealing with the vessels of wrath, 
a thing secondary to His purpose with reference to the latter class. The ex- 
planation of this second design by supposing the Apostle to mean that, if 
penal judgment had come upon the oxevy dpy7¢ without such delay, no time 
would have been open for the exhibition of mercy to the oxevy éAéovc, is not 
necessary, though it may be not improbable. A thought somewhat similar to 
this, though connected with a different subject and a different class of persons, 
may be found in Heb. xi. 39, 40. 


CVIII. Ver. 24. od¢ kat éxdAecev k.7.A. 


The Apostle now declares the vessels of mercy to be called of God not merely 
from among the Jews but also the Gentiles. Three points may be noticed : 
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(1) that he again expressly sets forth the division into the two classes which 
have been so prominent throughout the Epistle, and the union of which makes 
the ravrec of whom he thinks ; (2) that in the words ’Iovd. «.r.A. and also in 
the proof-passages cited from the O. T. in the following verses, the national, 
and not the individual, reference of the thought is manifested ; (3) that the 
course of God’s action and the sovereignty of His plan with regard to the 
Jews (and now, at the end, the Gentiles also), in the historic development of the 
spiritual system are the things set forth in the entire passage vv. 6-29. This 
is true of what is said of Sarah and Rebecca and their children (comp. also 
Gal. iv. 24 ff.) ; of God’s word to Moses, also, and to Pharaoh ; of the potter 
and the clay ; of the vessels of wrath, and of the call of Gentiles and Jews who 
are vessels of mercy. This view gives unity to this chapter as related to the 
two which follow, and also as related to the whole doctrinal part of-the Epistle. 
Paul is not discoursing upon a series of doctrines, as if in a treatise on The. 
ology, but is discussing a single subject of vital interest, at the time, in con- 
nection with the controversy between Judaistic views and the Pauline Chris- 
tianity ; and he follows the course of his thought steadily and undeviatingly | 
through the proofs and the objections and difficulties. Everywhere the uni- 
versal and national ideas are prominent. - . 


CIX. Ver. 30. 


At ver. 30 we have the reason of the lapse of the Jews introduced. This 
reason is stated briefly, at first, vv. 30-33, and then, after a few words of the 
same general character with those at the opening of this chapter, it is develop- 
ed more fully x. 3-21. In presenting the reason for the lapse, however, he 
adds at the beginning a word (as was natural because of the preceding context) 
respecting the ground of the acceptance of the Gentiles. The fact which has 
been referred to as connected with the sovereign and independent choice of 
God is now traced to its source in human action. The Jews failed because 
they did not submit themselves to God’s method of justification. 
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CHAPTER X. 


Ver. 1. # before mpéc is wanting according to a large preponderance of ev- 
idence, and isomitted by Lachm. and Tisch. A hasty grammatical emendation, 
as éoriv before eic is supplied in Elz. — avrév] Elz: rod ’Iopand, against deci- 
sive evidence. With ver. 1 a church-lesson begins. — Ver. 3. After idiav, dikaroo- 
vvnv is wanting in A B D EP, min., and several versions (including Vulg.) and 
Fathers. Omitted by Lachm. But the very emphasis of the thrice-occurring 
word, so obviously intended (comp. ix. 30), speaks for its originality ; and how 
easily the omission of the second d:xa:oodynv might arise, as that of a supposed 
quite superfluous repetition !— Ver. 5. avroic] Lachm. and Tisch. 8: avrg, ac- 
cording to A B &*, 17, 47,80, Copt. Arm. Vulg. Germ. Damasc. Ruf. But this 
would involve that, with the most of these, and with yet other witnesses, the 
preceding aird should be omitted, as also Tisch. 8. has done. However, both 
airy and the omission of aird appear like an emendatory alteration, since the 
context contains no reference for aitd and airoic. In the same light we must 
also regard the reading 6rz rv dixaootyny rhv éx vduov (instead of rHv dik. . . 
dr), as Tisch. 8. has it, in A D* &*, and some min., Vulg., and some Fathers. 
— Ver. 15. eipyvnv, tov evayy.] is wanting in A B C &*, min., Copt. Sah. Aeth. 
Clem. Or. Damasc. Ruf. Omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8. Copyist’s omis- 
sion, through the repetition of evayy. If it had been interpolated from the 
LXX. (Isa, lii. 7), axojv eipgvn¢ would have been written instead of the mere 
eipnvnc. The article before aya6d is, with Lachm., on decisive evidence to be 
omitted, although it is also wanting in the LXX.— Ver. 17. Ocov] Lachm. and 
Tisch. 8 : Xpiorod, according to B C D* E &*, min., several vss., Aug. Pel. Am- 
brosiast. There is no genitive at all in F G, Boern. Hilar. But how readily 
this omission might suggest itself by a comparison of ver, 8! Xpuotod, how- 
ever, appears to be a more precise definition of the sense of the divine fjya, the 
expression of which by #. Ocoi is found already in Syr. and Clem, — Ver. 19. 
The order ’Iop. ov« éyyw is supported by decisive evidence ; Elz; ovx éyvw Iop. 


Vv. 1-13. More particular discussion of the guilt of the Jews specified in ix. 
32 ; introduced (vv. 1, 2) by a reiterated assurance of the most cordial interest 
in their salvation. 

Ver. 1..’AdeAgoi] Address to the readers, expressive of emotion. Comp. 
1 Cor. xiv. 20 ; Gal. iii. 15. — pév] without a corresponding dé ; the thought 
following in ver. 3 loomed before the apostle, as standing in the relation of 
opposition to his heartfelt interest, of which the solicitude thus remained 
unfulfilled through the perverted striving after righteousness of the people. 
—eidoxia] does not denote the wish, the desire (Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Theophylact, and many, including Riickert, Reiche, Kéllner, de Wette, 
Olshausen). It may mean pleasure, delight (Bengel : ‘‘lubentissime auditu- 
rus essem de salute Israelis ;” comp. Philippi), Matt. iii. 17, xi. 26; or 
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goodwill (Phil. i. 15, ii, 18), é.¢. propensa animi voluntas. See generally 
Fritzsche. The latter signification is that most immediately suggested by 
the connection here ; comp. van Hengel, ‘‘ benevola propensio.” It is indeed 
the intention of the will (Hofmann), but conceived of and designated as the 
being well-disposed of the heart, as it was such.—rpd¢ rdv Gedy is joined to 4 
dénowc, hence there was no need of the (not genuine) article (Acts viii. 24 ; 
Winer, p. 128 f. [E. T. 185]) ; to the connection with éori to be understood, 
eddoxia would not be suitable. Hence: The goodwill of my heart and my 
petition to God are on their behalf towards this end, that they might obtain 
salvation ; owrnpia is the goal which my eidoxia wishes for them, and my 
prayer entreats for them. In this view irép aitév belongs so necessarily 
to the completeness of the thought, that we are not to assume a tacit con- 
trast to a «aré (Hofmann). The article before déyoue represents, accord- 
ing to the context, the personal pronoun (7 éu 6.); Winer, p. 103 [E. T. 
108]; Kithner, II. 1, p. 515. —On the distinction between déyo1¢ and mpoo- 
evyh, petition and prayer, see on Eph. vi. 18. Bengel aptly remarks : 
‘‘ Non orasset Paulus, si absolute reprobati essent.” 

Ver. 2. Reason assigned why 7 ebdoxia. . . ele owrnpiav. — Cyhov Oeoi] zeal 
Jor God. Comp. Acts xxi. 20, xxii. 3; Gal. i. 14; John ii. 17; 1 Mace, 
li, 58. This theip zeal makes them worth that interest of my heart. — ob kar’ 
ixiyvoow] knowledge is not that, according to the measure of which they are 
zealous for God. We must here again (comp. on i. 28) note the composite 
expression ; for the Jews were not wanting in yvaoue generally, but just in 
the very point, on which it depended whether their yvéove was the right 
and practically vital éziyvworc. 

Ver. 8. Confirmatory elucidation of ot kar’ éxiyywow: ‘for else they 
would not, unacquainted with the divine righteousness (see on i. 17), have 
insisted on their own righteousness, and striven against the divine.” This 
is just the actual proof that their zeal for God is wanting in knowledge. — 
ayvoovvrec] does not mean any more than at ii. 4, 1 Cor. xiv. 38,1 anything 
else than not knowing ; Reiche, de Wette, Tholuck, Ewald, and several 
others : misapprehending ; Hofmann: overlooking. The guilt of this not- 
knowing Paul does not further enter into, not so much (comp. Acts iii. 17, 
xvii. 30) from mild forbearance (Riickert and others), but because he had 
simply nothing else than the ob kar’ éxiyvwow to explain. — rv Wiay dixaco- 
otvyv| tiv éx Tod véuov, THY &E Epywv iWiwv Kat révev Katopbovuévyy, Theophylact. 
Comp. Phil. iii. 9, and see on i. 17. —orfoa] stabilire, to make valid. Comp. 
iii. 81; Heb. x. 9. —<derdynoay] The dix. Oecd is conceived of asa divine 
ordinance, to which one subjects oneself (through faith), The sense is not 
that of the passive, as viii. 20, but that of the middle, as in viii. 7, xiii. 1, 
and frequently, expressing the obedience. As to the subject-matter, comp. 
mpooékopay K.T.A., ix. 82. 

Ver. 4, For the validity of the law has come to an end.in Christ, in order 
that every believer may be a partaker of righteousness. Herewith Paul, for the 


1 In the classical passages also, which are Dem. 151. 7, e¢ al.), the sense of not know is 
adduced for the signification misapprehend to be maintained. 
(as Xen. Mem. iv. 2. 25, 29, Cyr. iv. 1. 16; 
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further confirmation of what was said in ver. 3, lays down the great prin- 
ciple of salvation, from the non-knowledge of which among the Jews that 
blinded and perverted striving after righteousness flowed. — Tédoc¢ véyuov, 
which is placed first with great emphasis, is applied to Christ, in so far as, 
by virtue of His redemptive death (Gal. iii. 13, iv. 5), the divine dispensa- 
tion of salvation has been introduced, in which the basis of the procuring 
of salvation is no longer, as in the old theocracy, the Mosaic véyuo¢, but faith, 
whereby the law has therefore ceased to be the regulative principle for the 
attainment of righteousness.’ Only this view of réAoc, end, conclusion (adopt- 
ed after Augustine by most of the modern expositors), is conformable to 
what follows, where the essentially different principles of the old and new 
dixaoobvn are stated. For its agreement with the\doctrinal system of the 
apostle, see vii. 1 ff. [See Note CX. p. 421.] Contrary to the meaning of the 
word réAo¢ (even in 1 Tim. i. 5), and contrary to the inherent relation of 
what follows, Origen, Erasmus, Vatablus, Elsner, Homberg, Estius, Wolf, 
Ch. Schmidt, Jatho, and several others, take it as : fulfilment of the law 
(‘‘quicquid exigebat lex moralis praestitit perfectissime,” Calovius), which 
many dogmatic expositors understood of the satisfactio activa, or of the activa 
and passiva together (Calovius). Linguistically faultless, but at the same 
time not corresponding to the connection, is the interpretation of Chrysos- 
tom, Theophylact, Melanchthon, Beza, Michaelis, and others, that the object 
and aim of the law was the making men righteous, and that this was accom- 
plished through Christ ; or (Theodoret, Toletus, Vorstius, Grotius, Wetstein, 
Loesner, Heumann, Klee, Gléckler, Krummacher), that Christ was called 
the object and aim of the law, because everything inthe law, as the radayw- 
yoc ei¢ Xprordy (Gal. iii. 24), led up to Him ; ‘‘quicquid praccipiat, quic- 
quid promittat, semper Christum habet pro scopo,” Calvin. Observe fur- 
ther, that Xpcoréc¢ must be the definite historical person that appeared in Jesus, 
and not the promised Saviour generally, without regard to whether and in whose 
person He appeared (Hofmann), an abstraction which would have been im- 
possible to Paul, particularly here, where all righteousness is traced back 
only to definite faith in contrast to works—as impossible as is the reference 
combined with it, of véuog to any law whatever, no law has validity any 
longer, if the promised Saviour be at hand. See, in opposition to this, im- 
mediately below, ver. 5 ff. — ei¢ duxavoc. ravti tr mor. | aim, for which Christ 
is the end of the law : in order that every one who believes may obtain right- 
eousness. The principal stress lies on mor., as the opposite of that which 
the law required in order to righteousness ; see vv. 5, 6, iii. 21 ff. 

Ver. 5. Now follows, as far as ver. 10, the proof of ver. 4, and that from 
Moses himself. —ypager tiv dix.] writes concerning righteousness, John i. 46 ; 
Hermann, ad Eur. Phoen. 574. As to the use of the present tense, comp. the 
frequent Aéye: in scriptural citations. — The passage introduced by the reci- 
tative orc is Lev. xviii. 5, almost exactly after the LXX. Comp. Neh. ix. 


1 The wAjpwots Tod véuov, Matt. v.17,does | which Christ has freed from its limitations. 
not conflict with the present passage. For See on Matt. J.c. Comp. also Lipsius, 
the ideal, purely moralimport of the law Rechéfert. p. 85 ff. 
cannot be annulled, and it isexactly this 


~ 
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29; Ezek. xx. 21; Gal. iii. 12. — airé] refers in the original, and so also 
here, to the xpoordyyata Ocov, which Paul supposes as well known ; but the 
principal stress lies upon rocfoac : he who shall have done them, so that thus 
Moses exhibits the doing as the condition of the attainment of Cw (which is 
referred by Paul not to the happy and prosperous life in Palestine, but to its 
antitype, the Cw aldvoc). — év abroic] i.e. by the fact, that they are fulfilled. 

Vv. 6-8. [See Note CXI. p. 421.] The righteousness which comes from 
faith is personified (comp. Heb. xii. 5), so that the following words of 
Moses, in which Paul recognizes an allegorically and typically prophetic deserip- 
tion of this righteousness, appear as its self-description. An increasing anima- 
tion, and indeed triumphant tone in the representation, which thus intro- 
duces over-against that dark background (ver. 5) the bright picture the 
more immediately in concrete vividness, Hofmann artificially imports the 
antithesis, that the righteousness of the law is found only in a description of the 
lawgiver, but the righteousness of faith itself speaks as one existing and present. 


There is the less room for this supposition, since vv. 6 ff. are also Mosaic 


expressions. But that Paul actually regarded the words of Moses as a pro- 
phetical testimony to the nature of the righteousness of faith, is an opinion 
sanctioned only by a minority of expositors (Augustine, de nat. et grat. 83 ; 


Bucer, Balduin, Calovius, Semler, Ch. Schmidt, Reiche, Kéllner, Olshausen, a 


Benecke, Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, Umbreit). The majority, 
on the other hand, assume that Paul only clothed his own thoughts in the 
words of Moses, and used the latter asa suitable substratum Jor the former. 
So Tholuck, Flatt, Riickert, Reithmayr, Maier, Philippi: ‘‘a holy and 
charming play of the Spirit of God upon the word of the Lord ;’ van Hen- 
gel and several others, as formerly Chrysostom, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Cor- 
nelius a Lapide ; Bengel : “‘ suavissima parodia.” But against this view is 
the fact that ver. 5 begins with yép a demonstration of the téAo¢g véuov Xpioroc, 
of which ver. 5 contains only the one, and vy. 6-8 the other, side ; both 


sides, however, unite their probative force in Moione yap ypdder. Therefore | 


it is quite wrong (see esp. Riickert, Philippi) to look upon 7 d2 é« mor. dcx. 
as the opposite to Mwioye, and to suppose that the parallel would be more 
sharply drawn if Paul had said*: But Christ speaks thus, etc. No, dé places 
the righteousness of faith in opposition to the previously mentioned d:xaio- 
obvn 7 éx Tou vouov ; and for these too modes of righteousness the testimony 
of the lawgiver himself is introduced by Mwiafec yap ypager. ‘* For Moses 
writes of the righteousness of the law, etc.; but the other kind of right- 
eousness, the righteousness of faith, says (in the same Moses) thus, ete.” 
The Mwio. y. yp. thus holds good not only for ver. 5, but also covers vv. 6-8 ; 
therefore the absence of a formula of quotation before ver. 6 is no valid 
argument against our view. This applies likewise against Hofmann, accord- 
ing to whom that, which the righteousness of faith speaks, is intended to 
recall Deut. 1c. ;? in such a way, however, that the word of which Moses 


1 Luther, on Deut. /.c., says that Paul has, 2 Hofmann arrives at the sense: ‘“* What 
abundante spiritu, taken occasion from Israel could not say in respect of the re- 
Moses against the justitiarios velut novumet vealed law of God, after possessing it, that 
proprium textum componendi. should he, to whom the righteousness of 


ne OR 
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speaks is related to that which the righteousness of faith means, as the O. T. 
T. to the N. T.,’ and thus the former is a prediction of the latter. Ground- 
less is the further objection, that Paul nowhere else thus mixes up a 
biblical passage with comments. For we are acquainted with comments in 
the style of the Midrash in Paul’s writings (ix. 8; Gal. iii. 16, iv. 23, 24) ; 
and that they are here interspersed is unessential, and was very naturally sug- 
gested by the opposed avaf. sig r. ovpavév and xataf. cig t. dBvocov. In con- 
clusion, we must further observe that, if Paul had given the biblical words 
only as the clothing of his own representation, yet we should have to assume, 
and that for the very sake of the honesty of the apostle (which Philippi 
thinks endangered by our view), that he actually found in the saying the 
typical reference to the righteousness of faith ; even the holy ‘play’ upon 
words of the Spirit can be no erroneous play. Theodoret took the right 
view : diddoKer rddwv véduov Kai yapitoc THY diagopar, Kal, GugpoTtépur elodyer 
Moicéa tov vouobétny diddcxadov. Erasmus, Paraphr.: ‘‘utriusque justitiae 
imaginem Moses ipse depinxit.” Comp. also Hofmann, Weissag. wu. Erf. II. 
p. 217. The Mosaic declaration itself is Deut. xxx. 12-14, with free devia- 
tions bearing on his object, from the original and the LXX. Moses has 
there said of the commandment of God to Israel to fulfil His law (for the 
passage speaks of nothing else according to its historical sense) in ver. 11, 
that this commandment does not transcend the sphere of what is capable of 
accomplishment, nor does it lie at strange distance ; and he then adds, ver. 
12 ff., in order more precisely to depict this thought : Jt is neither in heaven 
nor beyond the sea, so that one must first ascend to the former or sail over the 
latter (comp. Bar. iii. 29, 30) to fetch it, that one may hear and do it ; rather 
48 it quite near, in the mouth and in the heart (and in the hands, an addition of 
LXX., and in Philo) ; that is, the people itself carries it in its mouth, and 
it is stamped upon its: heart, in order that they may accomplish it anwy), 
Paul finds here a type, and therewith an indirect prophecy, of the demand 
which the righteousness of faith presents, entirely different from that zoveiv 
which is demanded by the righteousness of the law, inasmuch as the righteous- 
ness of faith forbids only unbelief in reference to Christ, as though He had not 
come from heaven, or had not risen from the dead, and directs men, on the other 
hand, to the word of faith, which, through its preachers, is laid in their mouth 
and heart. The sum and substance of this typically prophetic sense is there- 
fore : ‘‘ Benot unbelieving, but believing ;”? and here the grand historical points, 
to which faith as well as unbelief relate, could not be brought into relief more 
definitely and significantly * than by means of the Xpcordv xatayayeiv and dva- 


faith speaks, not think in respect of the re- 
vealed and perfect Saviour.’”’ But how 
could Paul, without any indication what- 
ever, have expected of the reader that he 
should infer, from mere reminiscence of 
the Mosaic words, the point of the thought 
intended, that what the one cou/d not, the 
others should not ? 

? But for this purpose Hofmann employs 
an incorrect reference and understanding 
of 6m, ver. 9. 


2 The allegorical and typical signification 
of the apostle finds its correct logical point 
of connection in the fact that every one 
who, instead of bearing the pyua of God in 
his mouth and in his heart, asks, Who will 
ascend into heaven for us, and bring it to 
us? puts a question of unbelief. 

$ For he who thinks that one must ascend 
into heaven to bring Christ down, denies 
thereby that Christ has come in the flesh ; 
and he who supposes that one must de- 
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yayeiv (in opposition to Tholuck’s objection). According to Fritzsche (comp. 
Calovius), the sense meant is : no one can become righteous through works, 
*‘ faciendo et moliendo,” vv. 6, ‘7; for in fact one must otherwise have been 
able—since the becoming righteous rests upon the incarnation, death, and 
resurrection of Christ—to ascend into heaven in order to bring Him down, 
or to descend into the lower world in order to bring Him up ; but (ver. 8) 
after that salvation has been obtained by Christ, we are to have JSaith only. 
But in this case, vv. 6, 7 would surely be a warning from the mouth of the 
righteousness of faith against a facere et moliri, which would be of quite 
another kind than that of the righteousness of the law, and which even would 
have included in abstracto, as a presupposition, this very faith in the incarna- 
tion, death, and resurrection of Christ. Still less can we, with Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Theophylact, Grotius, and several others (comp. also Reithmayr, 
Philippi, and Krummacher), find in vv. 6, 7 the denial of the difficulty, and 
then in ver. 8 the assurance of the facility, of becoming righteous. For 
against this view is the fact, in the first place, that in what Paul subjoins, 
ver. 9 ff., nothing at allis said of difficulty and facility ; secondly—and this 
is decisive—the fact that vv. 5-8 is to be a proof founded on Moses of the 
statement, téA0¢ véuov Xpiotde ; but it isevident, that not from the facility of 
the Christian d:cacootvy, but from its being essentially different from the old 
(the latter resting on doing, the former on faith), it follows that with Christ, 
the Mediator of the new d:cacocivy, the véuoc must have reached its end. 
This, too, in reply to Knapp, Ser. var. arg. II. p. 558 f., who, besides the 
erroneous point of view of difficulty and facility, reads otherwise between 

_ the lines the most essential points of his interpretation. See, on the other | 
hand, van Hengel, who, however, on his side assumes that Paul desired 
‘‘avocare” unsettled Jewish Christians ‘‘a salutis duce longe quaerendo, quum 
quisque, qui Christi communione utatur, per fidem in Deo positam possideat, quod, 
ut ex legis alicujus observatione, sic etiam aliunde afferri non possit.” The con- 
nection with ver. 4 likewise tells against this view, as does also the circum- 
stance that, if only the longe quaerere were the conception presented, it would 
not be easy to see why Paul should have inserted at all his explanations rot?’ gor 
x.t.4., and why he shouid not have retained in ver. 7 the words of the LXX. : 
tic duavepdcer hiv ele Td répav THE OaAdoonc. — pH eine év T. Kapd. cov| LXX. : 
néyov, Heb. VO82, wherein, according to the connection (‘It is not in. 
heaven that one might speak,” etc.), the forbidding sense indirectly lies. 
This Paul expresses directly, because his quotation is severed from the con- 
nection of the original ; and he adds éy r. apd. cov, because unbelief has its 
seat in the heart, and the expression ‘‘to speak in the heart’ (as Ps. xiv. 1 ; 
Matt. iii. 9; Rev. xviii. 7) was very current in the mention of unholy 
thoughts and dispositions (Surenhusius, carad4., p. 479). — ric ava. ei¢ tr. ovp.]_ 
Who will ascend into heaven? In the sense of the apostle, the inquiry is one 


scend into the lower world to bring Christ an impossibility—namely, an ascent into 
up from the dead, denies that He arose from _ heaven, ora descent into the lower world— 
the dead. This likewise against Hofmann, would be requisite. Therein lies the folly, 
p. 436, according to whom it isonly meant asif that which we have were at wnattain- 
to be said, that in order to produce Christ, able distance. 
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not expressive of a wish (‘‘utinam quis sit, qui nos e longinquo in viam salu- 
tis ducat,” van Hengel), nor yet of despair, but—correlative of that T@ TL0- 
rebovre in ver. 4, and opposed to the é rocfoac, ver. 5—the inquiry of unbelief, 
which holds the appearance of Christ from heaven, ¢.¢. His incarnation, as 
not having taken place, and as an impossibilty. Therefore Paul adds the 
Midrashistic interpretation : that expresses, that signifies : in order to bring 
Christ down—this is the object, which is implied in avaBhoerat ete Tr. obp., and 
by its addition Paul thus contributes a more precise explanation of the ques- 
tion (rotr’ gore : scilicet), namely, as respects its tendency, as respects that at 
which it aims. Thus more exactly defined, the question would presuppose, 
that he who puts it does not believe that Christ has come out of the heavenly 
world and has appeared in the flesh (comp. viii. 3), év épotapate avlporov 
(Phil. ii. 6, 7; comp. 1 John iv. 2).? Following Melanchthon, Castalio, 
Calvin, and_others, Reiche thinks that unbelief in regard to the session of 
Christ on the right hand of God is meant. But if there were here a prohibi- 
tion of the desire to behold with the eyes this object of faith (Reiche), the 
second question, which nevertheless is manifestly quite parallel, would be 
highly inappropriate ; for then an existence of Christ in the aBvoooc would of 
necessity be an object of faith, which yet it is not at all. Nor could we see 
why Paul should have said xarayayeiv in ver. 6, since the matter would in fact 
turn only on a seeing of Christ in heaven. Moreover, Paul, considering the 
freedom with which he handles this passage from Moses, would have trans- 
posed the two questions, in order to avoid the glaring historical prothysteron 
which occurs, if the first question refers to the session of Christ at the right 
hand of God, to which van Hengel also refers it. According to Gléckler, 
the question, Who will go up into heaven ? means to ask, Who will accom- 
plish redemption ? for the ascension was a necessary requisite for the Media- 
tor ; and therefore rovr’ éor: signifies : this would mean to deny the ascension 
of Christ. Consistently, Gléckler then understands the second question as, 
Who will (voluntarily) go into death ? this would mean to deny the death of 
Christ. But by this necessarily consistent view of ver. 7 the whole exposi- 


1 Many others (Erasmus, Calvin, Cornelius 
a Lapide, Bengel, Usteri, Riickert, Gléckler, 
etc.) regard todr’ éore as the ground of the 
- prohibition, and that in the sense: ¢hat is 
just as much as, etc. So also Philippi : 
“‘Righteousness is for-me as distant and 
high as if it were in heaven and I must fetch 
it down from thence; ... that is just as 
much as if thou wouldest bring down Christ 
from heaven, as if thou didst deny that He 
has already come down from heaven and 
become man; and afterward, ver. 7: 
that is just as much as to deny that He has 
already risen from the dead. But it is in- 
appropriate to conceive of righteousness 
itself as the imagined distant (and to-be- 
fetched) object, because righteousness 
itself is speaking, and because Paul names 
Christ Himself as the object to be fetched. 
Inappropriate, too, is the idea of allowing 


righteousness in any way to be represented 
as found in Hades, and brought up thence, 
from whence Christ, indeed, has not 
brought it with Him. To this connection 
belongs van Hengel’s view: “‘ Haec quae- 
rere nihil aliud est quam Christum indigne 
tractare, tanguam e locis remotis, at salutis 
auctor sit,in terram revocandum.”’ In this 
case the Christum indigne tractare is im- 
ported. Further, it makes absolutely no 
difference to the sense of rodr’ éort, Whether 
it is written divided (Lachm., Tisch.) or 
united (rovreorww, Hofmann). The codd. 
yield no certain basis ; see Lipsius, graman. 
Unters. p. 131 ff. Todro is the subject, and 
éo7 the copula of that which is to be pred- 
icated epexegetically of the subject. 

2 The Xpiorov catayayety presupposes the 
certainty of the personal pre-existence. 
Comp. Lechler, Apost. Zeit. p. 50. 
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tion is overthrown. For ver. 9 proves that ver. 7 refers to the resurrection 
of Christ ; nor did unbelief, in truth, deny the death of Christ, but took 


offence at it. Like Gléckler, Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl. p. 102,f., has essen-. 


tially misunderstood both verses, and Riickert the question of ver. 7.— 
ric kataB. eig tr. &B.;] The colon after 7 is to be omitted. The question 
is, in the sense of the apostle, likewise a question of wnbelief, and that in 


reference to the fact and the possibility of the resurrection of Christ é« 


vexpav (4.e. out of Scheol, &Bvococ). The LXX., following the original, has : 
ric Sarepdoet tiv cig TO Tépav THe OaAdoonc ; But Paul, in his typical refer- 
ence to Christ, had sufficient cause and liberty, from the standpoint of the 
historical fulfilment, to put expressly, instead of zépav rij¢ Oadaconc, even 
without reflecting that the springs of the sea lie in the lowest depth of the 
earth (see Ewald, Jahrb. III. p. 112), the familiar contrast to heaven, ei¢ r. 
&Bvooov (Job xi. 8 ; Ps. cvii. 26, cxxxix. 8 ; Amos ix. 2; Ecclus. xvi. 18, 
xxiv. 5). For Christ*is the object of justifying faith, not merely as He who 
came from heaven, but also as He who descended into Hades, and came up 
again thence, and rose from the dead.’ — adda ti réyer ;] But what says it (the 
righteousness of faith) ? An unexact contrast to jj eimyc, ver. 6, as though 
previously the negation had stood with Aéye, ver. 6 (Coby obtw Aéyer’ elmé 
k.7.2.). The interrogative form serves ‘‘ ad attentionem excitandam,” Dissen, 
ad Dem. decor. p. 186, 847. Comp. Gal. iv. 80. -—év Tp ordy. o. x. év T. K. 0] 
Epexegesis of éyyi¢ cob éoriv, — Tov’ éote K.7.A. | This pjua, so designated by 
the righteousness of faith, signifies the word of faith. The genitive rt. rior. 
is genit. objecti (comp. Acts xx. 32; Heb. v. 18 ; Eph. i. 18, vi. 15; Gal. 
iii. 2). Note here the two articles ; for that pjya intended by the righteous- 
_ ness of faith is not generally ‘‘a word of faith,” whose.contents desire to be 
believed as historical reality (as Hofmann takes it), but the definite specific 
khpvyna, whose entire summary contents are faith in Jesus Christ ; comp. 
vv. 4, 9 ff., i. 5, 17. — «ypbocouer] we preachers of the gospel. 

Ver. 9. Not a statement of the contents of the fjya,* but assigning the 
ground of the immediately previous rovr’ éore TO pyua THE TioTEwe 6 Knptoo.* 
The force of the argument lies in the fact that, in respect of the pjya pub- 
lished by its preachers, confession and faith (mouth and heart) must be con- 
sentaneous in order to obtain salvation, which is what Moses also means of 
the pjua (ver. 8). — duod. év tr. ordu. cov] corresponds to év 7G ardu. cov (éor-) 
in ver. 8, as afterwards ior. év tr. kapd. cov to év T. kapd. cov in ver. 8. — kbpvov 
as Lord (comp. 1 Cor. xii. 3, viii. 6 ; Phil. ii. 11). ‘‘In hac appellatione 
est summa fidei et salutis,” Bengel. It refers to the question ri¢ avaf. ei¢ 1. 


1 The descensus Christi isin any case the 
undoubted presupposition, which led Paul to 
substitute the words of our passage for 
those of the original. The passage has 
therefore more probative force in favour of 
that doctrine than Gtider, Lehre von der 
Erschein. Christi unter d. Todten, p. 20 f., is 
willing to accord to it. 

2 So van Hengel and others. But by ris 
rigtews the pyua in ver. 8 is already com- 


pletely defined. 

8 Which is not with Hofmann to be 
leaped over, so that ér. refers to éyyvs cov Te 
pquad éorr, and introduces the reason why itis 
that we have this word so near, in the mouth 
and in the heart. Hofmann strangely ob- 
jects to the view taken above, that not om, 
but yép, must then have been used. Why 
so? 
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ovp., ver. 6 ; for the whole acknowledgment of the heavenly xvpidrn¢ of 
Jesus as the otvOpovoc of God is conditioned by the acknowledgment of the 
preceding descent from heaven, the incarnation of the Son of God Fist. 3.5 
Gal. iv. 4 ; Phil. ii. 6, e¢ al. — iyeipev éx vexpdv] corresponds to the question 
of ver. 7. — owOfoy] corresponds to CAoerac in ver. 6, but characterizes the 
latter, according to the doctrinal system of the apostle (i. 16, v. 9, 10, et al.), 
as a deliverance from destruction to the Messianic salvation. — The con fes- 
sion of the mouth (of high essential importance for the relations of every 
time, and peculiarly of that time !) and faith in the heart are not separate 
things, as though one without the other had as its consequence the cwrnpia, 
but they are mutually dependent requisites. Comp. Knapp, p. 565 ff. — 
The resurrection of the Lord here appears, as suggested by ver. 7, and accord- 
ing to iv. 25 quite justly, as the object of that faith which makes blessed. 
Without it, His death would not be the atoning death, 1 Cor. xv. 173. £8, 
nor would He Himself be the Son of God, i. 4. ; 

Ver. 10. Elucidation of ver. 9. With mor. and é0. Jesus is not to be 
supplied as subject (Hofmann), which is not even in accordance with the 
linguistic usage of the N. T., for 1 Tim. iii. 16 has a singular poetical style ; 
but the contents of the faith and of the confession are understood, according 
to ver. 9, entirely of themselves. ‘‘ With the heart, namely (yap), one believes 
unto righteousness, but with the mouth confesses unto salvation.” In the style 
of Hebrew parallelism the thought is thus expressed : ‘‘ With the faith of 
the heart is united the confession of the mouth to the result that one obtains 
righteousness and salvation.” The righteousness obtained through faith 
would, forsooth, fall to the ground again, and would not be attended by 
salvation, if faith had not the vital force to produce confession of the mouth 
(which speaks out of the fulness of the heart) ; see Matt. x. 32 ; comp. 2 
Cor. iv. 18. We have thus here no merely formal parallelism, but one 
framed according to the actual relation of the dispensation of salvation ; 
and in this case, moreover, Paul observes the genetic sequence in xapdia. . . 
orduatt, because he is now no longer dependent on ver. 8. 

Ver. 11. Now, after that grand proposition : réAo¢ vouov Xpioréc k.T.A. (ver. 
4), has been proved from Moses himself (vv. 5-8), and this proof has re- 
ceived its confirmatory discussion (vv. 9, 10), Paul brings forward, as if for 
the solemn sealing of all this, once more that weighty word of Scripture which 
he has already adduced in ix. 33. But this scriptural saying (Isa. xxviii. — 
16) now receives, with the object of closely connecting with it what is fur- 
ther to follow, the significant addition of the universal element rac (perhaps 
already with a regard to Joel iii. 5), which indeed is found neither in the 
LXX. nor in the Hebrew ; but in the unlimited 6 morebwv in Isaiah, ground 
and justification for its appearance was found to the apostle’s mind, since 
he had the sacred historical fulfilment of the prophecy before his eyes, and 
therein its more particular definitive character. 

Ver. 12. Elucidation of rac. —ob yép éore duact. ’Tovd. re Kal "EAA.] In re- 
spect, namely, to the bestowal of blessing on the believing, ver. 11. Comp. 
ili. 22. -— For the Lord of allis one and the same. This kiptoc is Christ [See Note 
CXII. p. 423.] (Origen, Chrysostom, Calovius, Wolf, Bengel, B6hme, Tholuck, 
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Flatt, Rickert, de Wette, Fritzsche, Philippi, Hofmann, and several others), 
the airée of ver. 11, and the xtpi¢ of ver. 18, who is necessarily identical 
with this airéc. Were God intended (Theodoret, Theophylact, Grotius, and 
many, including Ammon, Reiche, Kéllner, Ewald, Umbreit, van Hengel, 
Krummacher), it would in fact be necessary first to suggest the Ohristian 
character of the demonstration (as Olshausen : ‘‘God in Christ”). — ktpuo¢ 
rdvtov] comp. Phil. ii. 11; Acts x. 36; Rom. xiv. 9.— rAovrév] comp. 
Eph. iii. 8: ‘‘Quem nulla quamvis magna credentium multitudo exhaurire 
potest,” Bengel. In what He was rich, the Christian consciousness under- 
stood of itself ; it is contained also in the previous cataoyvrOycera: and in 
the subsequent cwifoera:,—namely, in grace and salvation. Comp. v. 15, xi. 
33, and on 2 Cor. xiii. 13. — ei¢ ravtac| for all, for the benejit of all. See 
Bernhardy, p. 219 ; Maetzner, ad Lycurg. 85. — The calling upon Christ, who 
nowhere in the N. T. appears as identical with the Jehovah of the O. T. (in 
opposition to Philippi), is not the worshipping absolutely, as it takes place 
only in respect of the Father, as the one absolute God ; but rather worship 
according to that relativity in the consciousness of the worshipper, which is 
conditioned by the relation of Christ to the Father (whose Son of like nature, 
image, partner of the throne, mediator and advocate on behalf of men, etc., 
He is). This is not imported as an Origenistic gloss (Philippi), but is nec- 
essarily founded on the dependence and subordination in which even the 
glorified God-man Christ, in virtue of His munus regium, stands in relation 
to the Father ; see on 1 Cor. iii. 23, xi. 8, xv. 28.7. He who calls upon 
Christ is conscious that he does not call upon Him as the absolute God, but 
as the divine-human Representative and Mediator of God exalted to the 
divine glory, in whom God’s adequate revelation of salvation has been given. 
To the mediatorial relation of Christ Hofmann also reverts. Comp. on Phil. 
i. 20,11 1, Cor./1,..2. 

Ver. 18. Ground assigned for cig mdvtag toig érixad. aitév, ver. 12, and 
that with words of Scripture from Joel iii. 5. This passage (LXX. ii. 82, 
closely following the LXX.) treats of the coming in of the Messianic era ; 
hence Paul might refer «vpiov, which in the original points to God, justly 
to Christ, who has appeared in the name of God, and continually rules as 
His Representative and Revealer, and Mediator, whose name was now the 
very specific object of the Christian calling on the Lord. That Paul 
writes not avrov, but xvpiov, is from no particular motive (against Hofmann) ; 
he simply reproduces the words of Scripture, which he presumes to be 
well known and makes his own. 

Vv. 14-21. [See Note CXIII. p. 423.] In order to realize this calling up- 
on the Lord, proclaimers of the gospel had of necessity to be sent forth ; 
nevertheless all did not obey the gospel ; in which case neither does this 
excuse avail, that they had not heard the preaching (ver. 18) ; nor that, 
that Israel did not recognize the universality of the preaching (ver. 19 ff.). 


1 Comp. Liicke, de invocat. J. Chr., Gott. garded by the Apostle as valid in New 
1843. Testament times, for those, and those only, 

2 According to Hofmann, the promise who place their confidence of salvation on Jesus 
attached to the calling on Jehovah isre- and thus call on Him. 


CHAP, x., 14, 15. 413 


Thus, following up 1-13, there is still further set forth the people’s own guilt 
in their exclusion. 

Vv. 14, 15. Introduction : In order now that men should call on the name of 
the Lord, it is necessary that they should have been believing, hearing, preaching, 
and that the sending forth of preachers should have taken place, which send- 
ing forth also the Scripture prophesies: The object of this introduction is 
not already to cut off every way of escape from the Jews (Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, and several others, including K6llner), for this is spoken of for 
the first time in ver. 18 ff. ; but the necessity of the evangelical aroaroAh is 
Jirst of all to be established generally, in order then to make the disobedience of 
the Jews stand out with the force of contrast. Grotius and Michaelis see in 
vv. 14, 15 a Jewish objection, which alleges that the gospel had not been 
preached to all the Jews in the world, etc. ; Paul then answers in ver. 16 ff. 
But how unsuitably he would have answered ! Must he not, before every- 
thing else, make good—what he only brought in at ver. 18—that all Jews 
had heard the announcement of the gospel? The objection here assumed is 
made by Paul himself in ver. 18. — oiv]draws an inference from ver. 1° : How 
shall they accordingly (in pursuance of the requirement of ér:xadAeicba contained 
in ver. 18) call on, ete. ? On the future of ethical possibility, see Winer, p. 262 
[E. T. 279]. Important codd. and Lachm. have, instead of the futures, the 
deliberative subjunctive aorists : How should they, etc.? The attestation in the 
case of the different verbs of which Tisch. 8. likewise reads the subjunctive 
forms, although he retains instead of dxotowow the future form axotcovra, is 
so unequal, that we can come to no decision. Comp. generally Lobeck, ad 
Phryn. p. 734 £. The subject to érixadéoovra x.7.2.. 18 those who, according 
to the passage of Scripture in ver. 13, shall attain to salvation through 
calling on the name of the Lord ; that to «ypigovow and aroorda., the xypio- 
covtec. The impersonal rendering (Fritzsche, de Wette, Baumgarten-Cru- 
sius, Philippi, van Hengel, and several others) has against it the fact that 
knpvé. has not the same general subject as the foregoing verbs. —eéi¢ dv oix 
éxior.| Him, on whom they have not become believing ; see Buttmann, neut. Gr. 
p. 92 [E. T. 105]. — réc dé rioteboovow x.t.2.] Rightly the Vulg. : ‘‘Quomodo 
credent ei, quem non audierunt.” ov is not an adverb of place (Hofmann) ; 
for thus after cic év the symmetry of the discourse would only be hetero- 
geneously disturbed. Nor can it denote de quo (Luther, Castalio, and many, 
including Philippi and van Hengel), since dxotecy rwvé¢ in the sense of ax. 
mpi trvoc, Without a participle annexed, is entirely foreign both to the 
N. T. and to Greek prose (Xen. Mem. iii. 5. 9 is a case of attracted gen- 
itive) ; and in Homer only, Od. iv. 114, is the solitary instance of it found.’ 
Just as little is the object, z.e. the contents of the preaching heard, meant by 
ov, which would rather be expressed by év (Eph. iv. 21) ; but rather the 
speaking subject, who is listened to as he from whom the discourse proceeds 
(Mark vi. 20, vii. 14 ; Luke ii. 46, e¢ al. ; Winer, p. 187[E.T. 199] ), Christ 
being in this case conceived of as speaking through His preachers (see the 


1See Kiihner, II. 1, p. 309; Buttmann, and newt. Gr. p. 144 f. [E. T. 166]. Comp. 
Progr. tib. a. syntakt. Verbind. der Verba the Homeric ruv@dvec8ai twos, equivalent to 
dkovey and dxpodacGa, Potsd. 1855, pp. 7,12, wept twos (Nagelsbach, J/ias, p. 104, ed. 3). 


—— 
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following) ; comp. Eph. ii. 17. On the general thought, comp. Plat. Rep. 
p. 827 C : 7 Kai dbvao? av, 7 8 bc, meioa pw axobovrac ; — ywple kypboo. |] with- 
out their having a preacher, apart from a preacher. Comp. Tittmann, 
Synon. p. 95 ; who, however, wrongly explains, ob mioteboavtec TO Knpbooorti. 
— aroorarior] Whence? dia piarog Ocov, ver. 17, informs us.—The form 
of the argument is a sorites, and its conclusion : The appointment of evan- 
gelical heralds is the first condition in order to bring about the calling upon 
the Lord. This retrograde sorites thus leads us back to the source; and of 
the arooroAg thus suggesting itself as primarily necessary, the prophetic con- 
Jirmation from Isa. lii. 7 (not closely after the LXX.) is then given. This 
‘‘dulcissimum dictum” (Melanchthon), because it speaks of the message of 
blissful liberation from exile, therein possesses the Messianic character, as 
concerning the restoration of the theocracy ; and therefore is legitimately’ 
understood by Paul—in connection with the Messianic idea and its historical 
fulfilment—as a prophecy of the evangelical preachers. These preach sal- 
vation (Diw, meaning in Isaiah also not merely peace, but the theocratic 
saving deliverance), preach good (1\0) ; that is, still more generally, omne 
quod felix faustumque est, which is to be received through Christ, the accom- 
plisher of the divine dominion. That the Rabbins also understood the 
passage in a Messianic sense, and in what way, see Wetstein.—The opposite 
of the poetical : how pleasant are the feet (i.e. how welcome the arrival), etc., 
at iii. 15 ; Acts v. 9; Neh. i. 15.? 

Ver. 16. ’AA2’] contrast to the prophetic saying of ver. 15 : But—notwith- 
standing that accordingly the blessed sending forth of messengers of salva- 
tion did not fail to take place—all did not obey the message of salvation, all did 
not submit to the requirement (of faith), which the glad news concerning Mes- 
siah and His kingdom placed before them ; comp. i. 5, xvi. 26 ; 2 Thess. i. 8. 
With Theodore of Mopsuestia, who takes 4/7’ ov x.7.A. as a question (comp. 
Theodoret), Reiche thinks that 427... . ebayy. is an opponent’s objection, 
which Paul accordingly repels by the passage from Isaiah. Against this view 
the presence of the following yap would not be decisive—it would rather be 
quite in its proper place in the reply (Herm. ad Viger. p. 829 ; Hartung Par- 
tikell. I. p. 473 f.)—but vv. 18 and 19 (comp. xi. 1, 11), to which Reiche ap- 
peals, testify directly against it, because there Aéyw is found. Fritzsche, 
following Carpzov, refers oi ravtec to the Gentiles, of whom, however, al- 
though van Hengel also understands them to be intended in vv. 14, 15, 
nothing is said in the whole context ; hence it is not to be even taken quite 
generally (Hofmann), but is to be referred textually to the Jews, of whom so 
many, notwithstanding that the lovely feet of the messengers of salvation 
came to tread amongst them, yielded no result. The negative expression 
for this multitude is a litotes, forbearing, but making it felt quite tragically 
enough, that the opposite of oi zévrec should have been found. Comp. iii. 
3: yriotnody tivec. —ydp| prophetic confirmation of the sad phenomenon (oi 
mdvte¢ K.T.A.), Which thus, as already predicted, enters into the connection of _ 


1 Comp. Hengstenberg, Christol. II. p. 292. Hxpl. Pind. p. 281; Wunder,ad Soph. Hi. | 
2 See Schaefer, ad Hur. Or. 1217; Boeckh, 1857 f. p. 120. 
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divine destiny, and is not an accidental occurrence. This Hofmann misap- 
prehends, extending the reference of the yap to the following dpa 7 rior 
«.t.4., Which is impossible on account of the dpa commencing a new sentence, 
since Paul has not written et yap ‘Hoaiac Aéyer k.T.A. . . . dpa 4 TioTIC K.T.A., 
whereby to these latter words would fall the definition of the citation, as 
Hofmann thinks.—In the lament of the author of Isa. liii. 1 (closely follow- 
ing the LXX., even with the kipie added by them) over the unbelief of Ais 
time in the prophetic preaching (ako, see on Gal. iii. 2), Paul sees—and on 
account of the Messianic character of the entire chapter justly—a prophecy 
of the Jewish unbelief of Christian times in the Christian preaching. Comp. 
John xii. 38. Following Syr., Calovius, and others, Umbreit and Heng- 
stenberg, Christol. II. p. 807, take axof as the thing heard, i.e. ‘‘ that which 
is announced to us through the word of God (by revelation).” But the very 
following 7 tiotic é& axopg shows, that Paul did not wish to be understood 
as meaning the divine communication which the preacher received, but 
the preaching of that word heard by the listeners. The historic aorist cor- 
responds closely to irfxovcav. We may add that Theophylact rightly re- 
marks : 1d ric dvr) tov ordviot Keitae évtadvOa Touvréotiy OAiyot ETLoTEVvOaY. 

Ver. 17. Inference from the prophetic passage, with the view of substan- 
tially recapitulating what was said in ver. 14, and then pursuing the sub- 
ject in ver. 18. — dxog#] the same as in ver. 16, the announcement, which is 
heard ; comp. on John xii. 38. From this comes faith ; the heard preach- 
ing of the gospel brings about in men’s minds faith on Christ ; but preaching 
is brought about by God’s behest (Luke iii. 2 ; Matt. iv. 4; Heb. xi. 3), set to 
work by the fact that God commands preachers to their office. Rightly 
have Beza, Piscator, Semler, Cramer, Fritzsche, Glickler, Tholuck, Baum- 
garten-Crusius so understood pjya Ocov. For the ordinary interpretation 
of it, also followed by Hofmann, as the preached word of God, is incorrect 
for this reason, that according to it pjua Ocod in point of fact would not be 
different from dxof ; and this pjua Gov ‘does not point back to ver. 8, but 
to drocradeor in ver. 15, as the remaining contents of the verse show, so that 
the signification saying obtains textually the more precise definition of its 
sense as behest. But when dxof! has been taken in two different senses in 
ver, 16 and ver. 17, so that in ver. 16 it signifies the preaching, but in ver. 
17 the hearing (Riickert, de Wette, Philippi, according to whom the preach- 
ing is to be’ analyzed into its two elements, the hearing and the word of 
God, comp. Tholuck) ; or when in 6a pjuarog Ocov, instead of ‘‘ God’s 
word,” divine revelation has been substituted (Reiche, van Hengel, comp. 
Olshausen, who explains it as equivalent to dia rvebuatog Oeov) : these are 
just makeshifts in order to separate the incorrectly assumed notion of pijya 
Gov from that of dxof.2—How could Paul infer also 53 axoy dia phuatog OEov 


1 That axoy may denote hearkening, listen- 
ing to, is undoubted. See Plato, Theaet. p. 
142 D; Diod. xix. 41. But more usually it 
denotes, even in the classics, either the 
faculty of hearing, or, as here, the thing 
heard. Comp. on Gal. iii. 2. 

2 In which they cannot succeed, however, 


for éé axons in fact could not be a hearken- 
ing in the abstract, but only the hearkening 
to the word of God (the gospel). So also, the 
thing heard would be even in itself the word 
of God ; therefore we are not to explain, 
with van Hengel: ‘“‘id vero, quod auditum 
est, debetur patefactioni divinae.” 
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from Isaiah? Certainly not from the mere address kipie, but rather from 
the whole attitude of the prophet towards God, as it is expressed in xébpie 
- + + 4v,—an attitude in which the prophet stands as the servant and am- 
bassador of God, so that God thus appears as He on whose saying, i.e. on 
whose command, the axof is preached. 

Ver. 18. A perhaps possible exculpation for the Jews is suggested by Paul 
as a spontaneous objection, and that in the form of a question to be negatived, 
and is then repelled with words from Scripture. ‘‘ But I ask : Was it then 
in any way not possible for them to come to faith é axoj¢? The preaching 
surely did not remain unheard by them, surely did not fail to come at all to 
their ears ?” The correct view is simply and clearly given by Chrysostom. 
Incorrectly Hofmann : After Paul has introduced the prophet as speaking, 
he leaps over to the saying something himsel7, which that prophetic saying 
suggests to him. Against this may be urged, (1) that not here for the first 
time, but already in ver. 17, it is Paul who speaks ; (2) that he, in placing 
himself in contradistinction to the prophet, must have written not merely 
anda réyw, but a41’ éyd Aéyw 3 (3) that 422d A. is not to be taken, with Hof- 
mann, ‘‘ Well! then I say,” since in that case 4424 would have the sense of 
agreement or concession (see Baeumlein, Partik. p. 16), which is suitable 
neither here nor in ver. 19.1 The 4444 is the quite customary 4/4 of objection, 
which is made by oneself or in the name of the opponent ; Baeumlein, p. 18. 
— On the following question : Surely it cannot be that they have not heard? 
observe that obx is closely joined to gxovoar, expressing the opposite of 
qxovoav (Baeumlein, p. 277 f. ; Winer, p. 476 [E. T. 511] ; comp. 1 Cor. ix. 
4, xi. 22), and that the interrogative y# supposes the negative answer : by no 
means has it remained unheard by them, which negation of the ob« jxoveav im- 
plies the assertion of the jxovoav. — jxovear] sc. tiv axofy. The subject is 
those who remained unbelieving (ob révrec ingk., ver. 16), by whom Paul 
certainly means the Jews, although without expressing it directly and exclu- 
sively. The reference to the Gentiles (Origen, Calvin, Fritzsche, and others, 
including van Hengel and Krummacher) is quite foreign to the connection ; 
comp. on ver. 15. — pevovvye] imo vero.? See on ix. 20.—el¢ racav k.T.A. | 
from Ps. xix. 5 (close after the LXX.), where the subject spoken of is the 
universally diffused natural revelation of God ; Paul clothes in these 
sacred words the expression of the going forth (é£9A0ev, aor.) everywhere of 
the preaching of the gospel. Comp. Justin, c. Tryph. 42, Apol. i. 40.—6 
g0byyo¢ abrév] their sound, the sound which the preachers (to these, accord- 
ing to the connection, airéy refers, which in the psalm refers to heaven, the 
handiworks of God, day and night) send forth while they preach. In the 
LXX. it is a translation of Dip, which some have understood, with Luther, 
as their measuring line (comp. Hupfeld), some, and rightly so, according 
to the parallelism, with the LXX., Symm., Syr., Vulg., and most exposi- 


? Hofmann appeals without pertinence to —pevodvye Eri AVoet Kéxpytat, ... AVwy Td 
Hartung, Il. p. 35. Forthe proindeinchal- ¢nrovmevor. Comp. on the uév ody intro- 
lenges or exclamations is here entirely ducing a correcting answer, Hermann, ad 
heterogeneous. Viger. p. 845; Pflugk, ad Hur. Hec. 1261; 

2 Theodore of Mopsuestia aptly says: 7 Kiihner, IT. 2, p. 711. 
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tors, as their sound. — The answer pevovvye x.t.A. (in which, moreover, Paul 
does not adduce the passage from the Psalms as a quotation) confutes the oi« 
jxovoav very forcibly, because it argues @ majori, and even applies to all the 
"Jews of the dispersion. But the conclusion that, according to our present 
passage, the gospel had at that time actually penetrated everywhere (even 
to China, America, etc.), is simply an arrant mistake, contrary to the nature 
of the popularly poetical expression, although, in imitation of the older 
commentators, renewed by Loéhe (v. d. Kirche, p. 34 ff.), and Pistorius in 
the Luther. Zeitschr. 1846, II. p. 40. The universal extension of the gospel 
(comp. Col. i. 6, 23 ; Clem. Cor. i. 5) set on foot by the apostles on a suffi- 
ciently large scale, is continually in course of development. Comp. xi. 25, 26. 
Ver. 19. A further possible exculpation,’ introduced in emphatic con- 
formity with the preceding, and the repelling of it by means of scriptural 
declarations down to ver. 21. On 4444 Theodore of Mopsuestia rightly ob- 
serves : wddw érépav avtideocy éxdye. — uy lopaya ovk éyva;| surely it did 
not remain unknown to the Israelites ?? The ‘‘it” to be supplied with éyvw 
(see Niigelsbach, 2. Ilias, p. 120, ed. 3) is: btu ei¢ macav TH yiv EFeAeboeTra 6 
d06yyoc abtév «.7.A. This universal destination of the preaching of Christ 
expressed in ver. 18 must have been known by the Jews, for long ago Moses 
and also Isaiah had prophesied the conversion of the Gentiles — Isaiah 
likewise, the refractory spirit of opposition thereto of the Jews (vv. 20, 21). 
This reference of ov« éyvw alone (followed also by de Wette, Fritzsche, and 
Tholuck) flows purely in accordance with the text from what immediately 
precedes, and is at the same time naturally in keeping with the contents of 
the corresponding biblical passages ; for the conversion of the Gentiles and 
the universality of Christianity are one ; since the former was prophesied to 
the Jews, the latter could not be unknown to them ; and they could not 
therefore allege as the excuse for their unbelief : We did not know that 
Christianity is destined for the whole of humanity—the less could they do 
so, since Isaiah places before them the true source of their unbelief in their 
own spirit of resistance. The view of the passage which comes substantially 
nearest to ours, is that of Thomas Aquinas, Cornelius a Lapide, Piscator, 
Pareus, Toletus, Calovius, Turretine, Morus, Rosenmiiller, Koppe, Benecke, 
K6llner, Ewald (comp. Tholuck), who supply with ov« éyvw : that the Gospel 
would pass over from the Jews to the Gentiles. So Pelagius and Theodore of 
Mopsuestia: 1d rove & éOvev rpoceAggba cic THY evoéBecav. But this is wrong, 
in so far as the object to be supplied is not purely borrowed from the preced- 
ing, but is already in part anticipated from what follows. Beza has vaguely 
and erroneously supplied Dewm with éyvw ; Reithmayr, on the other hand, 
thinks no object is to be supplied ; while others imagine the gospel to be the 
object (‘‘ Have they not learnt to know the gospel, in order to be able to 
believe in it ?”). So Chrysostom, Vatablus, Gomarus, Hammond, Estius, 


1 The correctness of which would in turn indicates a climax of the increasing urgency 
weaken the blamableness pointed out in ~- of the question, and which is the more natu- 
ver. 18. Comp. Chrys. rally suggested to Paul,since he has already 

2 Those previously meant (in oppositionto in view a prophecy directed to the people 
Hofmann) are here expressly named—which _ incontrast to the Gentiles (ver. 21). 
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and several others, including Riickert, Olshausen, van Hengel, Beyschlag, 
Mangold, and, with a peculiar turn, Philippi also ; similarly Hofmann and 
others, taking up the following rpéroc (see below). In that case—against 
which there is no objection in itself —y7 "IppayA oix éyvw Would be so com- 
plete a parallel to p# oix jxovoav in ver. 18, that here, as there, the gospel 
would have to be supplied. But as this is by no means necessary (in oppo- 
sition to Hofmann)—-since it fully satisfies the symmetry of the discourse, if 
in both instances aAAd Aéyw has its reference to what immediately precedes— 
so it is directly opposed by the fact, that the following reply beginning with 
mpatoc would not be suitable. For if we were to assume that Paul has 
given an indirect answer (‘‘ when he shows that the Gentiles believe, he says : 
How should not, could not Jsrael have believed, if it had willed ?” Olsh.), 
this would only be a makeshift, in which the answer would appear the more 
unsuitable in proportion to its indirectness, and still leave open the possi- 
bility of the oi« éyvw. Or if we were to suppose with Riickert, that the 
thought is: ‘‘ Want of knowledge is not the cause, but God is now putting 
into penal execution what He has threatened, and is allowing salvation to 
pass over to the Gentiles, in order thereby to convert the Jews to a better 
disposition,” the point of the éyvw would not be entered into at all, and 
moreover, the essential part of the interpretation would simply be supplied 
by the reader. This objection is at the same time valid against van Hengel, 
according to whom it is to be made to appear from the following prophetic 
quotations that Israel had indeed known, but had shamefully despised, the 
gospel. Orif, finally, with Philippi, we are to say that the passages from 
the prophets contained not a refutation, but a substantiation, of the fact that 
verily Israel’ had rejected the gospel (which rejection lies in ov« éyvw), this 
would be inconsistent with the interrogative form with u# (comp. on iii. 5), 
which necessarily presupposes the denial? of the obx éyvw (consequently the 
affirmative : yyw). In entire deviation from the views just given, Reiche 
thinks that IopafA is accusative, and Oed¢ to be supplied as subject. ‘‘ Did 
not God recognize Israel for His people? How could He permit it to be so 
blinded and hardened ?” Itis decisive against this view, that to supply 
Oed¢ as subject, especially after ver. 18, is highly arbitrary, and that the 
following passages of Scripture would be quite inappropriate. — rpéro¢]| not 
in the sense of zpérepo¢e (which, regarded by itself, might indeed be the case 
according to the context ; see on Johni. 15); but, since Moses is quoted, 





1 Philippi paraphrases: ‘Is it conceiv- 
able that Israel precisely, the chosen people 
of God, did not recognize the Messianic 
owTnpia destined in an especial manner 
for it, or the preaching thereof, while yet 
the Gentiles attained to this knowledge?’ 
“The adduced passages from the prophets 
show now that there was by no means any 
cause of wonder over this fact, for thus exact- 
ly it had been predicted in the divine word, 
—namely, that the Gentiles would accept, 
but Israel would reject, the salvation.”’ 

2 Philippi, indeed, in eds. 2 and 3, pro- 


poses, in the event of the denial of the ques- 
tion being retained,— which, however, he 
does not concede,—the expedient, that then 
the prophetic passages might serve to prove 
that the fact of the prophecy, which ap- 
peared in itself incredible, had nevertheless 
occurred in correspondence therewith. 
But the contents of this thought would be 
invented, not gathered from the language ; 
and self-contradictory besides, for the no 
would be involved in the question, and in 
mpo@tos x.7.A. the yes, which had yet oc- 


curred in accordance with prophecy. 
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with whom the testimony of God in the O. T. begins : at the first (who in 
Scripture comes forward in opposition to this) speaks Moses. Of the later 
testimonies of Scripture, Paul then contents himself with adducing only the 
bold divine utterances of Isaiah. Theodore of Mopsuestia well gives it : 
Wetstein, Michaelis, Storr, Flatt, Hofmann, connect rpéro¢ 
But the supposed sense : ‘‘ Did not Israel first learn to know 
it (the gospel)?” or, as Hofmann expresses it : ‘‘ Was it possibly to stand in 
such a position, that Israel did not obtain the first experience of it ?” must have 
been expressed without pf.1— éyo rapa. «.7.A.] Deut. xxxii. 21, almost 
exactly after the LXX. God there, in the song of Moses, threatens the 
idolatrous Israelites, that He on His part (éy) will bless a Gentile people, and 
thereby incite the former to jealousy and to wrath, as they had incited Him 
by their worship of idols. Paul recognizes in this—according to the rule of 
the constancy of the divine ways in the history of the development of the 
theocracy—a type of the attaining of the Gentiles to participation in the 
communion of God’s people, whereby the jealousy and wrath of the Jews 
will be excited. —éx’ obk f0ver] DY 873, in respect to a not-people ; for only 
the people of God was the real one, the people corresponding to the divine 
idea of a people ; every other is the negation of this idea. Comp. ix. 25 ; 
-1 Pet. ii. 10. On the connection of ov with nouns, cancelling the notion 
objectively, see Hartung, Partikell. Il. p. 129 ; Grimm on 2 Mace. iv. 13. 
Often found in Thucydides (Kriiger on i. 137. 4). On éxi, over, on the 
ground, that is, on account of, comp. Demosthenes, 1448. 4: rapoguvbévtwv éxi 
tO yeyevnuévy, Polyb. iv. 7, 5. —aovvéte] ti yap ‘EAAgvev aovvetatepov Sbdoic 
Kal AiBore rpookeynvétwyv ; Theophylact. Comp. i. 21. 

Vv. 20, 21. Aé] marking the transition to another prophet, as at ix. 27. 
—droroAud x. Aéyec] is emboldened and says. The latter is the immediate 
consequence of the former ; hence here not a Hebraizing mode of expression 
for the adverbial notion (he freely speaks out), but arorodAu. is absolute (Hom. 
Il. x. 232, xii. 51, et al.).2 — aroroApa] éBidoato yuuvay eireiv tH adrgferay Kal 
kuvdvvedoat } aroownfoa, Theophylact. Yet the prophet of bold speech is 
represented as present, as previously Moses in Aéye. The citation is Isa. xv. 
1, freely from the LXX., and with undesigned transposition of the two 
parallel clauses. According to its historical sense, the passage refers to the 
Jews * who had become apostate from God through immorality and idolatry, 
on whose behalf the prophet has just begged for grace, to which entreaty 


evbv¢ Moone. 
with ovk éyvo. 


1 By taking mpOtos with éyvw, there would 
result the quite preposterous sense of the 
question: Surely it is not possibly the case 
that Israel first remained unacquainted 
with it? i.e. that the Israelites were the 
first to whose knowledge the gospel had 
not come? Hofmann groundlessly refers 
to Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 214 [E. T. 248], 
and explains as though ov« did not qualify 
éyvw, but patos, as’ though consequently 
Paul had said: py "IopahyA ob mpa@tos éyvw ; 


This would be: Surely Israel has not expe- - 


rienced it only in the second place (the Gen- 


tile world in the jirst)? With strange incor- 
rectness, Hofmann says that, according to 
our way of taking pros, eiwev should stand 
instead of Aé¢ye. Moses speaks and writes 
(ver. 5) still at this day as mp@rtos in the O. T. 

2 Comp. Winer, p. 487 f. [E. T. 468 f.]. 
Buttmann, p. 249 [E. T. 290]; and see 
Maetzner, ad Antiph. p. 173; Hom. JZ. i. 92: 
Oaponoe kai nida pavris. 

3 Not to the Gentiles (Calvin, Vitringa, 


-Philippi). See, on the other hand, Delitzsch 


on Isa, 
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Jehovah begins His answer by reminding them how He had given Himself 
to be found, and revealed Himself with prevenient undeserved kindness to 
the faithless people. But in the apostate Israel, which was in fact sunk 
into an idolatrous condition (see esp. Isa. lxiv. 6, Ixv. 8 ff.), and in the re- 
lation to it which Jehovah here affirms of Himself, Paul sees a typical repre- 
sentation of the Gentile world, which (as deo év té xéouw, Eph. ii. 12) did 
not concern itself about God, but to which God has given Himself to be 
found, and (epexegetic parallel) to be recognized in His self-revelation 
(through the gospel). The Gentiles have accepted this prevenient divine 
compassion, but Israel in its obstinate apostasy has resisted it ; hence Paul 
continues in ver. 21 with mpi¢ dé rdv "Iopaya Aéyer. The latter clearly indi- 
cates that Paul really found in ver. 20 the prophetic reference to,the Gen- 
tile world (of which Israel is the opposite) ; and not, as Hofmann with strict 
adherence to the historical sense of the original supposes, the frwitlessness 
of the divine long-suffering towards Israel, which justifies God’s dealing if He 
now rests not until He has requited its disobedience: According to this inter- 
pretation, xpd¢ tov "Iopay’i would have been already said in ver. 20, against 
which view ver. 21 testifies. — ebpé0yr] not : ‘‘I have allowed myself to be 
found” (Reiche and others), but : I have been found. On the sense, comp. 
Acts xvil. 27; and on the connection of ebp. and éug. éyev., Wisd. i. 1 f. 
_ The aorists are, in the sense of the apostle, to be understood of that which 
has taken place in the Christian present. — roi¢ éué pp éxepwr.| who inquired 
not of me, namely, respecting revelation ; comp. Ezek. xx. 1; Dem. 1072. 
12. — Ver. 21. xpéc] not adversus (Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Piscator, Toletus, 
Grotius, Cramer, Koppe), since in itself—without a more special indication 
of the text which would yield the hostile sense—it denotes only the simple 
placing in contrast. Hence, either : in reference to Israel (Estius, Wolf, Ch. 
Schmidt, and others, including Tholuck, de Wette, Fritzsche, Philippi), 
like Heb. i. 7, 8, Luke xii. 41, xx. 19; or, ‘‘ in the case of Israel He declares” 
(K6lner, Riickert, Ewald, and others, following Luther and Vulg.). The 
former view, which is adopted also by van Hengel, is to be preferred for this 
reason, that dé introduces a contrast, not with those to whom the previous 
passage was directed, but with those to whom it refers in respect of its fig- 
urative application. — Aéye:] Isaiah, namely. That he speaks in the name 
of God, is understood of itself. — dAyv rav juép.| the whole day, like viii. 36. 
Expresses the unremitting nature of the love. — are0. x. avtiAéyovta] present 
participle, denoting the continuance of the conduct. dyriAéy. is not to be 
explained, with Grotius, Reiche, Fritzsche, van Hengel, and most, as to be 
refractory, which it does not mean, but to contradict. The Jews—although 
God stretched out His saving hands towards them from early morning till 
evening (comp. Prov. i. 24)—~are disobedient, and say : We will not! Comp. 
Matt. xxiii. 387 ; Tit. ii. 9; 3 Macc. ii. 28; Lucian. D. M. xxx. 3; and see 
on John xix. 12. Also in Achilles Tatius, v. 27 (in opposition to Kypke and 
Fritzsche), avriAéyecv is conceived as contradiction; as also dvriAoyia, Heb. 
xii. 3. Note how opposed the passage is to absolute predestination, and 
particularly to the Calvinistic ‘‘ voluntas beneplaciti et signi.” 
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Notes py AMERICAN Eprror. 
CX. Ver. 4. téAo¢ ydp vouov Xproréc. 


That Meyer’s view of rédo¢ is correct is shown both by the preceding and 
by the following context. The idea of the Apostle in ix. 30-32, andin the 
third verse of this chapter, is that of two opposite and mutually exclusive 
systems. The same is true of vv. 5 ff. In these verses he is not discussing 
the matter which is under consideration in Gal. iii. 23 ff., but that which 
is noticed in Gal. iii. 11, 12. According to the plan adopted, indeed, and 
the line of argument pursued, he introduces the point in a different place 
and connection in the two Epistles. But the point itself is the same. The 
law-system and the faith-system are, in their very nature, contrary to each 
other. That which lies at the foundation in the one case is doing: in the 
other, it is believing. It will be observed, also, that the same passage from the 
O, T. (Levit. xviii. 5)is cited here which appears in Gal. iii. 12. The thought 
connected with réAo¢ must, accordingly, be this: When Christ, who brings in 
the completeness of the faith-system, enters upon His work, the law-system is 
ended and excluded. Hence, also, it follows that the Jews, in holding to the 
law-system, fail of righteousness, which comes only by faith. 

The connection, in this underlying idea, between the present passage and 
Gal. iii. 11 f., has also an important bearing on the meaning of véuov in this 
verse. In Gal. iii. the fact that 6 véuoc, which must mean the Mosaic law, occurs 
both in ver. 10 and ver. 12, together with the fact that the proof given of the 
subjection of those who are é£ épywv véuov to a curse is the declaration of the 
O. T., that every man who does not continue in all the things which are written 
in the book of the law (rod vduov) is accursed, makes it manifest that vduov and 
tov vduov are intended by the writer to refer to the same thing. If, however, 
this is true in the corresponding verses in the letter to the Galatians, it must 
be admitted to be true also in the verses now before us, for we find here the 
same principal thought confirmed by the same O, T. passage, and not only so, 
but we find the cited words, which in the original refer to the Mosaic law (i.e. 
6 véuoc), used as giving Moses’ description of the dixacoovvy vomov. 

That rav7i in this verse has the same sense with that mentioned in Note 
VIII., p. 76, is evident from the words ’Iovdaiov Te kai "EAAnvoc of ver 12 (comp. 
mavtac, ver, 12, mac, vv. 11, 13), and also from vv, 18-21. 


CXI. Vv. 6-9. 


The citation here is from Deut. xxx. 11-14. There can be no doubt that this 
passage, as it occurs in the O. T., refers to the law of Moses, and declares to 
the people that, inasmuch as that law had been clearly set before their minds, 
the fulfilment of its duties was a thing close at hand for them in their daily 
living. It is applied, however, by Paul to the faith-system, as descriptive of 
its distinguishing peculiarity in contrast with the law-system. In connection 
with this fact the following points may be noticed. (a) The writer allows him- 
self to use an O. T. citation in a sense different from the primary sense of the 
original. That there was a secondary meaning in the passage quoted, which 
answers to the one brought out by the Apostle, is indicated only by the fact 
that he employs the words as he does. (b) In his peculiar use and application 
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of the words, the Apostle changes the original expressions so far as to adapt 
them more fully to his purpose: e.g. ‘‘who shall descend into the abyss,’’ 
instead of ‘‘ who shall go over the sea for us.’’ (c) He also adds explanatory 
words which are connected with his application of the passage, and, in the in- 
stance just mentioned, such explanatory words as seem to indicate plainly his 
object in altering the original. (d) He does not, however, formally declare that 
Moses describes the righteousness of faith in this language, but simply appro- 
priates the words of Moses for the purpose of setting forth the description of it. 
The passage serves, thus, to show the freedom which the writer exercises in 
the matter of quotation, and its phenomena, with those which kindred passages 
present, must be fairly considered in any examination or discussion of the 
question as to the use made by N. T. writers of words from the O. T. 

In the attempt to determine the precise thought which the Apostle intends to 
express by tic dvaBjoetat k.T.A., aS he makes the words descriptive of faith, we 
must observe : (1) That the main design of the introduction of the passage is 
to set forth the contrast with the law-system. The central idea, thus, is be- 
lieving as opposed to doing. (2) That the questions ti¢ «.7.A. in the O. T. verses 
refer to the difficulty and remoteness of the thing in question, as if it must be 
brought to us from heaven, or from beyond the sea, in order to our hearing or 
doing it. (3) That, in the use of the citation by Paul, we must look for the 
second idea (2) as well as the first (1), if we would reach the full significance 
of it to his mind. He denies, in the earlier and negative part, that the faith- 
system involves the necessity of any great or impossible work, and affirms, in 
the positive part, the simple demand for believing. (4) The explanation of the 
added words, to bring Christ down from heaven, or up from the dead, is most readi- 
ly suggested by the fact that, as connected with the system of faith, His de- 
scent to this world and resurrection from the dead accomplished the two great 
things which were essential to be done. These two things have been already 
accomplished, and the Christian has only to accept them by faith. The un- 
derstanding of these questions, therefore, as questions of unbelief, as Meyer 
and some others explain them, is unnecessary, and also contrary to the 
indications of the passage. Meyer urges that vv. 9 ff. suggest nothing of diffi- 
culty and facility. This suggestion is made, however, by the éyyv¢ «.7.A. of ver. 
8 in contrast with pj eimnc . . . Tic K.7.2. of ver. 6 (comp. the verses in Deut.), and 
is carried over, without further repetition of it, into vv. 9 ff. He also presses, 
as if decisive, the fact that vv. 5-8 are designed to be ‘‘a proof, founded on 
Moses, of the statement réAo¢ véuov Xprordc,”’ and that the force of the proof 
depends on the essential difference between the faith d:xaioodvy and that of the 
law, and not on the facility of the former. No doubt it does thus depend on 
the difference. But in the investigation of the ric questions we are consider- 
ing not the central idea of the passage alone, but the cause for introducing certain 
words. 'These words, which are in the negative part of what is said, contain 
something more than the mere foundation thought of that part, i.e. not doing. 
They refer to the not doing a particular thing, and the point to be determined 
is why this particular thing is mentioned. Meyer himself is compelled to 
give an answer to this inquiry, and to say that the words imply a denial that 
Christ has come in the flesh. There is no hint of such a denial, however, in 
any simple application of the O. T. verses, and no necessary suggestion of it 
in anything which the Apostle says. 
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CXII. Ver. 12. 6 yap aitoc kvpio¢ mavrar. 


~ 


That xipioc here refers to Christ cannot be considered certain. That this 
reference is probable, however, must be admitted, because we find the same 
word in ver. 9 as the predicate in the confession Jesusis Lord ; because it 
occurs here in a sentence introduced for the purpose of proving that every one, 
whether Jew or Gentile, who believes on Him, will not be ashamed ; because 
with-the idea of calling upon this xépsoc, which is presented in the last clause 
of the verse, is connected the idea of believing, ver. 14 ; and because the hear- 
ing, which is intimated to be the necessary antecedent condition to believing, 
is said in ver. 17 to come through the word of Christ [Xpcorod is the true 
reading in that verse]. 

The remark of Meyer (who accepts the reference of xipio¢ to Christ), that 
‘*the calling upon Christ —who nowhere in the N. T. appears as identical with 
the Jehovah of the O. T.—is not the worshipping absolutely, as it takes place 
only in respect of the Father, as the one absolute God ; but rather worship ac- 
cording to that relativity in the consciousness of the worshipper, which is con- 
ditioned by the relation [i.e. of ‘dependence and subordination ’] of Christ 
to the Father,” is not suggested by anything in this chapter or verse. What- 
ever foundation may be claimed for it must be discovered elsewhere. Alford, 
on the other hand, affirms that ‘‘ there is hardly a stronger proof, or one more 
irrefragable by those who deny the Godhead of our Blessed Lord, than the 
unhesitating application to Him of the name and attributes of Jehovah,”’ 


CXIII. Ver. 14-21. 


The verses from ix. 30 to x. 13 set forth directly the cause of the failure of the 
Jews. Vv. 14-21 show that, as related to this cause, they were without excuse. 
The cause is their failure to accept and adopt the way of righteousness which 
God has provided—righteousness by faith. The only two excuses for this fail- 
ure, which they could present, were, first, that they had not heard of the faith 
system, and secondly, that, having heard it, they had found it to be a system so 
inconsistent, in respect to its universality, with the teachings of the O. T. 
Scriptures as to render it natural for them to reject it. Both of these points 
are considered, and the Apostle gives, in citations from the O. T., a denial of 
each of them. The Jews had heard, since the messengers had gone forth far 
and wide. The prophets, and even Moses, had pointed to the ingathering of 
the Gentile nations, and also to the disobedience and gainsaying of the Jews. 
But, after they had heard, they had not yielded to God’s method, vv. 16-18 ; 
and, notwithstanding they had known, they would not accept and believe, vv. 
19-21. To these verses, as Meyer also says, a prefatory passage, vv. 14, 15, is 
prefixed, which allows that there would be an excuse were there no preachers 
sent forth by the Lord to proclaim. the truth. The form and phraseology of 
vv. 14, 15 are determined by the preceding verses, out of which they naturally 
spring in the progress of the sentences. But in relation to the main line of 
the thought, they open a new paragraph. 
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CHAPTER XI. 


Ver. 1. After r. Aadv abrod, A D* 8** and some Fathers have 6v mpoéyvu. 
So Lachm. in brackets. An addition from ver. 2. — Ver. 2. After ’Iopaya Elz. 
has Aéywv, against decisive evidence. — Ver. 3. ta Ovoraot.| Elz.: cai rd Ova., 
against so important witnesses, that «ai would appear a connective addition. 
Comp. the LXX. — Ver. 6. The addition in Elz., ei 0? é& Epywv, obkére éorl apie: 
érel TO Epyov ovréte Eotiv épyov, is wanting in AC DEF GP 38%, 47, Copt. Sah. 
Arm. Vulg. It. Dam. Rufin., and all the Latin Fathers. An old interpolation 
(found already in B L &**, Syr. Arr. Chrys.), with a view to the completion of 
the proof ; rejected by Erasmus, Grotius, Wetstein, Griesbach, Scholz, Lachm. ; 
adopted, indeed, by Tisch. 7, but again omitted in ed. 8; after Beza, Bengel, 
Matthiae, Rinck, defended most thoroughly by Fritzsche and Reiche (in opp. 
to his Commentary) in the Comment. Crit. I. p. 68 ff. But considering the pre- 
ponderance of the opposing testimony, the completely superfluous character of 
the proposition in the argument, and the anomalous form in which the words 
appear in the principal Codex which contains them (B: ¢ dé & épywr, obKére 
yapic: evel TO Epyov ovKéTe EoTLv yaprc), and also the other variations in detail 
(see Tisch. 8), the defences of them are not convincing. See also van Hengel. 
The argument for retaining them, on the ground that an interpolator would 
have framed them more closely in conformity with the first half of the verse, 
is weakened by the fact that very ancient authorities have éoriv instead of yive- 
rat also in the first half of the verse. — Ver, 7. rovro] Elz.: roirov, against de- 
cisive evidence. An emendation in accordance with the usual construction. — 
Ver. 13. ydp] Lachm., Tisch. 8: dé, according to A B P &, min. Syr. Copt. 
Damasc. Theodoret. ms. ; C has ody ; Aeth. utr. no particle. With such divided 
testimony, dé is the best supported, and to be preferred ; it came to be glossed by 
more definite particles. -— uév] is wantingin D E F G, min., which was occasioned 
by the apparent absence of reference for the pév. Lachm., Tisch. 8: pév oir, 
according to A B C P &, Copt., which has therefore the external attestation de- 
cidedly in its favour, but is to be explained from the fact that the unrelated 
pév was glossed by odv (a new sentence was commenced with é9’ dcov) ; therefore 
these authorities indirectly pass over to the side of the otherwise weakly ac- 
credited Recepta. — Ver. 17. tic pitnc cai] This «ai is wanting in BC &*, Copt. 
Omitted by Tisch. 8 ; but how easily it might be suppressed, owing to the ho- 
moeoteleuta ! In D* F G, codd. It. Ir., ric pityc is also wanting from the like 
cause. — Ver. 19. kAdda:] So Rinck, Scholz, Lachm., Tisch. 8, according to de- 
cisive testimony. But Elz. and Tisch. 7 have oi «Addo, the article being me- 
chanically introduced in imitation of rév KAddwr, vv. 17, 18. Were oi original, 
and had it been desired through its omission to designate the rwvé¢ tov KAadwv 
in ver. 17 (Matth., Fritzsche), it would have more readily occurred to the me- 
chanical tendency of copyists to insert rivéc instead of oi, — Ver, 20. *amaogpiver] 
Lachm. and Tisch. 8: tnd dpdver, according toA B®. Resolution of the 
word—which is only found besides in 1 Tim. vi. 17—into its elements in con- 
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formity with xii. 16. — Ver. 21. ~jroc] is wanting in A BOP X, min., Copt. 
Damasc. Ruf. Aug. Omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8. But the offence which 
was taken partly at the apparent unrelatedness of pwc (which is therefore 
exchanged in Or. for réow wdAdov and réow rdéov), partly at the following 
future, readily induced the omission. For geiontar, Which Elz. has instead of 
geioerar, is very feebly supported by evidence, and has manifestly come in in 
accordance with the original u#rw¢ ; wrongly defended anew by Rinck. See 
the exegetical notes ; comp. also Beng. Apparat. Crit, — Ver, 22. In the second 
clause Lachm, and Tisch. have, instead of aorouiav, arorouia, and instead of 
xpnotétyta, xpnotorns Oeod ; the former according to A BC &*, 67**, Or. Da- 
masc, ; the latter according to A B C D* (8 has ypyordérytoc Ocod), 67**, Arm. 
Or. Eus. Damase. Rightly; the common reading is a hasty grammatical 
emendation. O¢oi, too, bears, in its belonging to the reading ypyorérnec, the 
stamp of genuineness, — Ver. 25. zap’ éavt.] Lachm. and Tisch. 7: év éuvr., 
according to A B, Damasc. The latter is to be preferred (xap’ éaur. was intro- 
duced through a comparison of xii. 16), and it explains, too, the origin of the 
bare éavroic in F G ; for by the omission of the N the preposition would easily - 
come to be dropped. — Ver. 30. tueic] Elz., Scholz: xai dyeic, against decisive 
evidence. — Ver. 31. Before éien9. B D* &, Copt. Dam. have viv ; so Lachm. 
in brackets, and Tisch, 8. Inappropriate addition, arising from misconception, 
instead of which some min. have torepov. — Ver. 32. rov¢ mavrac.] Instead of 
the first r. 7., D. Ir. et al. have rad rdvra, and FG rdvra. Also Vale: Tts-exs 
press the neuter, which, however, is taken from Gal. iii. 22. 


Contents :—After the humiliation hitherto expressed, there now fol- 
lows the consolation in respect to the exclusion of a large part of Israel. (1) 
God has not cast off His people, but has allowed a part of them, according 
to a gracious election, to attain to salvation, and has hardened the remain- 
der, vv. 1-10. (2) Yet God wills not their final destruction ; nay, their un- 
belief subserves the salvation of the Gentiles, and their conversion will have 
yet more happy consequences. This is matter for hope, and the Gentile 
Christians may not therefore give way to self-exaltation, vv. 11-24. (3) 
For the hardening of a portion of the people will last no longer than until 
the whole of the Gentiles have become Christians ; and then Israel will ob- 
tain salvation, vv. 25-32. How unfathomable are the riches, wisdom, and 
knowledge of God! To Him be glory ! vv. 33-36. 

Ver, 1. Aéyw obv] [See Note CXIV. p. 458] corresponds to the twofold 4424 
Aéyo, x. 18, 19, but so, that now this third interrogative 2éyw is introduced 
in an inferential form. In consequence, namely, of what had just been clear- 
ly laid down in x. 18 ff., as to the guilt of resistant Israel in its exclusion 
‘rom salvation in Christ—over-against the Gentiles’ acceptance of it—the 
aifficult question might arise : Surely God has not cast off His people? Surely 
it is not so tragic a fate, that we must infer it from that conduct of the 
people ?* Paul states this question, earnestly negatives it, and then sets 


1 Namely, as a divine measure of retri- ing off from Himself is not viewed as the 
bution taken in consequence of their spirit _ cause (against this is x. 21), but as the penal 
of resistance to the message of salvation consequence, of the disdaining God’s loving 
preached to them, The divine act of cast- will. ~ 
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forth the real state of the matter. The opinion of Hofmann, that the apos- 

tle starts this question because the scriptural passages x. 18 ff. show that it is to 

be negatived, is the consequence of his incorrect interpretation of those script- 

ural sayings, and is confuted by the fact that the negation is first given and 

supported in what follows, not drawn from what precedes, but made good by 
a quite different scriptural proof, ver. 2. — py amécarto k.t.A.| Comp. Ps. xciv. 

14, xcv. 3; 1 Sam. xii. 32 ; on the form, see Winer, p. 86 [E. T. 90]. Reiche 
thinks, but erroneously, that the question is not expressed sharply enough, 

and that déravra is to be supplied. ’Arécaro has in truth the emphasis, and 
is placed first on that account ; so that Paul’s simple idea is, that the casting 
off of God’s peopie, exclusion from the divine decree of the bestows: of sal- 
vation, recall of this destination to salvation, may not be inferred fr»m what 
has gone before. Rightly, too, Bengel remarks : ‘‘ Ipsa populi ejus appella- 
tio rationem negandi continet.” This ratio negandi is then, in ver. 2, addi- 
tionally strengthened by év mpoéyvw. — The m7 yévorro expresses horrur at the 
axdoaro, not at the Aéyw (van Hengel), as though Paul had written simply 
ara@oato Without wf. — Kai yap éy® x.t.4.] Kor I also, etc., expresses the motive 
for uy yévoiro | For Paul, as a true Israelite of patriotic feeling, cannot, in 
virtue of his theocratic self-esteem, admit that azécaro, but can only repel. 
the suggestion with abhorrence. Comp. de Wette and Baumgarten-Crusius, 

A peculiar proof of the ov« axéoaro was yet to follow. Usually it is thought 
that Paul proves the negation by his own example, since he in truth was not 
cast off. So also Philippi. But apart from the consideration, that the ex- 
ample of a single elected one, however highly favoured,’ would be far from 
convincing, we see no reason why Paul should have added ék orépp. ’ABp., 

gvaA. Berra. ; Moreover, it appears from ver. 2, where he defines the negation, 

emphatically reiterates it, and then confirms it from Scripture, that he did 
not intend till ver. 2 to adduce the argument against the arécatw, which he 
had only provisionally rejected in ver. 1. Without the least indication from 
the text, Hofmann introduces into x. éyé the reference : Even I, the apostle 
entrusted with the calling of the Gentile world (which is supposed to imply a 
sealing of the sacred historical call of Israel) ; even I, as once upon a time a 
persecutor, deserving of rejection. —éx orépu.’ABp., ova. Bevay.| added, in 

order to exhibit the just and genuine privileges of his birth. Comp. Phil. 

iii. 5 ; Acts xiii. 21; Test. XII. Patr. p. 746 f. The tribe of Benjamin was 

in truth, along with, that of Judah, the theocratic core of the nation after 

the exile. Es, iv. 1, x. 9. 

Ver. 2. "Ov rpoéyvw}] An element which renders the impossibility of arécaro 
at once palpable ; comp. ver. 29. Others take it as a limiting definition, 
Tov A. avtov bv rp. being understood of the spiritual people of God destined to 
the Christian salvation (Origen, Augustine, Chrysostom, Luther, Calvin, and 
others, including Heumann, Semler, Rosenmiiller, Flatt, Gléckler). But - 
against this view it is decisive that r. Aadv air. in ver. 1, without any limi- 
tation, denotes the Jewish nation, and consequently Paul himself would now 


1 Theodore of Mopsuestia asks: mas yap = rioret cepvuvdmevov Kai epi TavTns SiddoKew 
olov .. . Te Hv anwoagbar Tov cody Tov emi TH VTLTXVOUMLEVOV ETEpOUS 5 
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completely disarrange the point in question; the whole chapter has for its 
subject, not the spiritual Israel, but the fate of the nation in respect to the 
salvation of Messiah. Hence, too, we are not to supply, with Philippi, p. 
554, after év mpoéyvw the limitation : as seminary of the spiritual orépya. — 
The sense of zpoéyvw has been understood as variously as in viii. 29, but is to 
be taken just as there : God knew His people as such beforehand, before it 
actually existed ; that is to say, it was to Him, to whom the whole future 
development of sacred history was present in His pretemporal counsel and 
plan, known and certain : Israel is my peculiar people! And consequently 
God cannot have afterwards rejected Israel ; for this would in truth pre- 
suppose that which is inconceivable with God (comp. Acts xv. 18), and 
irreconcilable with the dyetd@erov tie BovAg¢e aitrov (Heb. vi. 17), namely, 
that he had been deceived in His rpoéyvw ; comp. ver. 30 ff. To suppose 
the qualitas mala of the people as that which God foreknew (van Hengel) is 
inadmissible, for the reason that mpéyvwore must be the premiss of the 
xpoopiferv of the people of God (comp. vili. 29) ; hence, too, it is not to be 
objected, with Hofmann,’ against our view, that God would surely have 
been able to foresee the fact that, and the time when, His people would 
cease to be His people. — 7 obk oidare x.t.2., down to ver. 4, adduces a proof 
for ov« axdécato from an historical example of Scripture, according to which 
a case analogous to the present of the resistance of the people to God had 
once occurred, but God has made the declaration that He had (not indeed 
cast off His people, but) reserved to Himself, in the midst of the depravity of 
the mass, a number of faithful ones. So (ver. 5) too now there has taken 
place, not a rejection of the people, but rather a gracious election out of the 
people. [See Note CXV. p. 458]. — év ’HAig] belongs to ri Aéye, but is not : 
de Elia (Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Piscator, Castalio, Calovius, and 
others), which would be linguistically erroneous, but : in the passage treat- 
ing of Elias. Comp. Thuc. i. 9. 8, where év rot ox4rtpov dua TH Tapaddcet 
elpyxev Means : at the passage, where he (Homer) treats of the yielding of the 
sceptre, he has said, etc. Very prevalent is this mode of quotation in Philo, 
and also in the Rabbinical writings (Surenhusius, cara41. p. 493.) Comp. 
also Mark xii. 26 ; Luke xx. 37, but not Heb. iv. 7. —é¢ évrvyy. Tt. 0. kata 
Tt. Iopa#aA] dependent on oi« oldare, as a more precisely defining parallel of 
év "HA. ti Aéyee 4 yp. Comp. Luke vi. 4, xxii. 61; Acts xi. 16, xx. 20, e¢ 
al. ; Géller and Kriiger on Thuc. i. 1. 1. On évrvyydvew (viii. 27, 34 ; 
Heb. vii. 25), with dative of the person concerned (frequently in Plutarch, 
Polyb., Lucian, etc.), comp. Acts xxv. 24; Wisd. viii. 21, xvi. 28. On 
kata (accusing), comp. 1 Macc. viii. 32 ; 2 Macc. iv. 36. 

Ver. 3. 1 Kings xix. 10, 14, freely from the LXX. —dzéxr.] The Israel- 
ites, namely, under Ahab and Jezebel. 1 Kings xviii. 4, xiii, 22. — xaréo- 
xa. | have thoroughly destroyed, have razed. Comp. Soph. Phil. 986 : Tpotav 

- kataokdya. Kur. Hec. 22 (of the domestic altar) ; Dem. 361. 20 ; Plut. 


1 Who also here (comp. on viii. 29) takes This would amount to the notion of the 
mpoéyvw aS an act of the will, by which God — mpoerounagerv in the divine decree (comp. 
has beforehand constituted Israel what it, | Eph. ii. 10). 
in accordance therewith, actually became. 
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Popl. 10; 2 Macc. xiv. 38 (1d Ovovacrhpiov). — ra Ovoraor.| On the plural, 
as the temple in Jerusalem was the place exclusively destined for worship, 
the view of Estius suffices : ‘‘ Verisimile est, Eliam loqui de altaribus, quae 
passim in excelsis studio quodam pietatis Deo vero erecta fucrant ; maxime 
postquam decem tribus regum suorum tyrannide prohibitae fuerunt, ne 
-Jerusolymam ascenderent sacrificii causa. Quamvis enim id lege vetitum 


esset [see Lev. xvii. 8, 9; Deut. xii. 18, 14] ac recte fecerint Ezechias et — 


Josias, reges Judae, etiam ejusmodi aras evertendo, tamen impium erat eas 
subvertere odio cultus Dei Israel.” Comp. Grotius, also Keil, on the books 
of Kings, p. 262, Archdol. I. § 89. — ireAeig@. udvoc] in the sense of Hlias: 
alone of the prophets ; but according to the application designed by the 
apostle, as ver. 4 shows: as the only one of Thy faithful. But in this case 
-we are not to assume, as Hofmann and others wish to do, that Paul, in order 
to suggest this sense, has transposed the original order of the two clauses of 
the verse—which is rather to be regarded as accidental ; and this, consider- 
ing the freedom of citation otherwise used, we need the less hesitate about, 
since Paul could not, even in the original order, see the reference of the 
verse which was in his thoughts to be excluded. — On Cyreiv tr. wy. tivoc, 
to seck after one’s life, see on Matt. 11. 20. 

Ver. 4. ’AAAd] But, although Elijah complained that he had been left 
sole survivor. —6 ypyyuatioudc| the divine oracular utterance (replying to this 
accusation). Found here only in N. T. (in the Apocrypha, 2 Macc. ii. 4, 
xi. 17) ; but see Diod. Sic. i. 1, xiv. 7, and Suicer, Z'es. II. p. 1582 ; and 
respecting ypyyatifo, on Matt. ii. 12. —xaréAcrov x.7.A.| 1 Kings xix. 18, 
with free deviation, bearing on his object, both from the LXX. and from 
the original. It means: Ihave left remaining, so, namely, that they are 
not slaughtered with the rest. Comp. Xen. Anab. vi. 8. 5: dxrd pdvove 
xatédurov (superstites, vivos reliquerunt) ; 1 Mace. xiii. 4. Hofmann incorrect- 
ly takes xaréA. as the third person plural, having the same subject as aréx- 
tewav. A groundless departure from the Hebrew text and from the LXX., 
according to which God is the subject. And it is God who has guided and 
preserved those who remained-over. — éuavr6] i.e. to myself as my property, 
and for my service, in contrast to the idolatrous abomination. — oirvve¢ x.7.A. | 
ita comparatos ut, etc.—ydvv] Not a knee has been bowed by them ; 
hence the singular, comp. Phil. ii. 10. —r@ Baad] Dative of worship. Bern- 
hardy, p. 86. Comp. xiv. 11. The Phoenician divinity oy3, the adoration 
of which was very widely diffused (Keil, § 91) amongst the Jews, especial- 
ly under the later kings, though not of long subsistence (see Ewald, Alterth. 
p. 304), is most probably to be regarded as the swn-god (Movers, Phénicier, 
I. p. 169 ff. ; J. G. Miller in Herzog’s Hncyklop. I. p. 689 f.), not as the 
planet Jupiter (Gesenius in the Hall. Encyklop. VIII. p. 384 ff.). It is re- 


markable—seeing that Opa (according to different local and ritual forms — 


also in the plural) is a masculine noun—that in the LXX. and in the Apoc- 
rypha it has sometimes, and most frequently, the masculine article (Num. 
xxii. 41; Judg. ii. 13; 1 Kings xvi. 31, e al.), sometimes the feminine 
(Zeph. i. 4 ; Hos. ii. 8; 1 Sam. vii. 4; always in Jer. ; Tob. i. 5, e al.). 
That the LXX. should have thought 7/2 to be of the common gender, and 
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to denote also Astarte (Reiche), is not probable for this reason, that in the 
LXX. not merely are the masculine Baal and Astarte often mentioned to- 
gether (Judg. ii. 13, x. 6, e¢ a/.), but also the feminine Baal and Astarte (1 
Sam. vii. 4). The view that the feminine article was assigned to Baad con- 
temptuously (Gesenius, in Rosenmiiller’s Repert. I. p. 139), as also Tholuck 
and Ewald, Alterth. p. 302, assume, finds no sufficient support—seeing that 
Sy was a very well known divinity—in the feminine designation of idols 
unknown to them in the LXX. at 2 Kings xvii. 30, 31 ; cannot be justified 
by comparison of the Rabbinical designation of idols as nine ; and cannot 
be made good in the particular passages where the LXX. has the masculine 
or the feminine. To refer the phenomenon solely to an opinion of the LXX., 
who held 53 to be the name of a god and also that of a goddess, and there- 
fore, according to the supposed connection, used now the masculine and 
now the feminine article,—the latter particularly, where the word occurs 
along with NMAWY (Fritzsche), as in Judg. ii. 13, x. 6, 1 Sam. vii. 4,—is 
improbable in itself (because of the unity of the Hebrew name), and cannot 
be maintained even in passages like Judg. iii. 7, 2 Kings xxi. 3 (comp. with 
1 Sam. xii. 10; Hos. ii. 10, 15), without arbitrariness. An historical reason 
must prevail, and it appears the most feasible hypothesis that Baal was con- 
ceived as an androgynous divinity (Beyer, ad Selden. de Diis Syr. p. 273 f., 
Wetstein, Koppe, Olshausen, Philippi), although more precise historical 
evidence is wanting. The feminine article has been also explained by sup- 
plying a substantive (eixév: by Erasmus, Luther, Beza, Grotius, Bengel, and 
others ; or#Ay by Glass, Estius ; @pyoxeig by Cramer ; even daudree by Dru- 
sius, after Tob. i. 5, but see Fritzsche on Tob.) ; but this is both erroneous 
and arbitrary, because at least the expression must have run rq row Bada”, 
since 23/2 has always the article. This linguistic incongruity van Hengel 
avoids only by the precarious conjecture that 7 Bdad signifies the column of 
Baal, and 6 Baad the god Baal.—We have to remark, moreover, that the 
LXX. have in our passage the masculine article ; but Paul, acquainted with 
the use also of the feminine article, has, in quoting from memory, changed 
the article. According-to Fritzsche and Ewald, he had found rg in his copy 
of the LXX. ; but r@ is now found only in more recent codd. of the LXX., 
into which it has found its way merely from our passage. 

Ver. 5. In this way, corresponding to this Old Testament historical 
precedent, therefore (in order to make the application of vv. 3, 4), there 
has been (there has come into existence, and actually exists—perfect) also in 
the present time, in consequence of an election made out of grace, a remnant, 
namely, a small part taken out of the hardened mass of the people, 2.e. the 
comparatively insignificant number of believing Jews, whom God’s grace has 
chosen out of the totality of the people. It is related to the latter as a re- 
mainder (Herod. i. 119 ; 2 Kings xix. 4) to a whole, from which the largest 
part is removed (vv. 3, 4, ix. 27, 29), notwithstanding Acts xxi. 20. The 
point of comparison is the notion of the Aeizpya in contrast to the remaining 
mass ; the latter in the typical history has perished, but in the antitypical 
event has forfeited saving deliverance. — xar’ éxr. yap.| opposed to the pre- 
sumption in reference to works of the Jewish character ; hence, too, the 
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emphatic declaration in ver. 6. It is to be connected not with Aeizpa as its 
more precise definition (Hofmann), but with yéyovev as its mode. This is 
evinced by the following «i dé yapiri, sc. yéyovev, where ydpite is equivalent 
to the kar’ éxdoy. yapiroc. 

Ver. 6. This thought is not merely by the way and incidental (Koppe, 
Riickert, de Wette, Fritzsche, Maier, and others), but it belongs essentially 
to the development of the apostle’s thought to set forth the mode accord- 
ing to which Aeiuya yéyove, not only positively (kar’ éxA. yap.), but also nega- 
tively (ovx é& &py.); because he then, in ver. 7, goes on to argue: 6 émi{yrei 
"Topaya x.t.2., which érfyreiv, in fact, took place exactly é pywv, 1x. 32. — 
et 08 ydpiti] but if through grace, sc. Aeinpa yéyove. — ovxétt & Epywv| AS previ- 
ously the individuals who compose the Aciuua are conceived as the objects 
of the divine grace, through which they belong to the Aeiuua ; so are they 
also (not the people generally, as Hofmann takes it) conceived in this con- 
trasted negative statement as the subjects, who do not owe it to legal works 
that in them is present the Aciuua composing the true community of God. 
On the logical obkér, see on vii. 17. Of é épywv there can be nothing more 
said. — iret 4 yapic k.t.A.] because (otherwise) grace ceases to be grace (namely, 
if é& Epywv Aeiupa yéyove)—since in truth ‘‘ gratia nisi gratis sit, gratia non 
est,” Augustine. ‘H ydpic is the definite grace, which has made the election, 
and yiverac (not equivalent to éori) means : it ceases, in its concrete manifes- 
tation, to become, i.e. to show itself as, that (comp. on Luke x. 18, eé¢ al.) 
which according to its nature it is. Positively expressed: it becomes what 
according to its essence it is not ; it gives up its specific character. 

Ver. 7. Ti oiv] infers the result from vv. 5 and 6. Since a Aeiupa has 
been constituted according to the election of grace, and therefore not possi- 
bly from the merit of works : accordingly Israel (as regards the mass) has 
not obtained that which it strives after (namely, dixaiocbvy, as is known from 
ix. 30 ff.)—for it strives, in fact, é& épyw»—the election, on the other hand, 
namely, that chosen Aciuua, has obtained it (for they were the objects of the 
divine ydpic) ; but the rest were hardened. In this manner the true state of 
the case is now set forth, in contrast to drécaro, without its being necessary 
on this account to refer zi obv to the whole preceding vv. 2-6 (de Wette, 
Fritzsche, Philippi, and others) ; since the reference to vv. 5, 6 is quite 
sufficient, and quite in keeping with the logical progression. Reiche (comp. 
Lachm., who places a note of interrogation after ri ov and after éréruyer) 
makes the question extend to éxérvyev, to which question of wonder Paul 
then answers by 7 dé éxA. x.7.2.. But the futility of Israel’s endeavour has 
already been long (ix. 31, 32) known to the reader, and is therefore not ap- 
propriate as the subject of such a question. Hofmann also takes 6 éniCyrei 

. éxéruyev as a question, but in the sense whether that which Israel has 
not obtained is the same thing as that to which its quest and striving tends 
(namely, its own righteousness) ? To the self-evident negation of this ques- 
tion dé then relates in the sense of nevertheless, and after the second éréruyev 
there is to be supplied, not 6 éni{yr. "Iopafa, but merely 6 ériCyrei (namely, 
to be, out of grace, the people of salvation). This complete distortion of 
the sense falls to the ground from the very fact, that for the second éréruyev, 
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since 6 émityrei_is not appended, no other object can be thought of without 
the greatest arbitrariness than that of the first éréruyev, namely 6 énilyrei 
‘Iopafa ; and also, as respects the contents of the question, from the consid- 
eration, that if we should not be able to say that Israel has not obtained 
that for which it strove, this would stand in contradiction to the universal 
Pauline dogma of the impossibility of righteousness by the law. — émilyret 
does not denote the zealous pursuit (Fritzsche, Philippi), but its direction, — 
correlative to éréruyev. See on Matt. vi. 33 ; Phil. iv. 17. By the present, 
the continuance of the endeavour is admitted.—The roiro (on the accusative 
instead of the customary genitive, see Matthiae, § 328 ; Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 
If. p. 861) has tragic emphasis : even this it has not reached. — 7 dé éxAoyf| 
that is, here ‘‘reliquiae illius populi, quas per gratiam suam Deus elegit,” 
Estius. Comp. the use of mepcroug, etc., Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 469.—The 
répwotc, hardening (not blinding, as Hofmann thinks ; see on 2 Cor. iii. 14), 
is the making unsusceptible in understanding and will as respects the ap- 
propriation of salvation in Christ. Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 78 ; Winzer, 
Progr. 1828, p. 8. The subject who hardens is God. Comp. 2 Cor. iii. 14, 
and on ix. 8. | 
Ver. 8. This érwpd6noav ensued in conformity with that which stands 
written, etc. That which is testified of the hardening of the people in the 
time of Isaiah, and as early as that of Moses, has its Messianic fulfilment 
through the hardening of the Jews against the gospel, so that this hardening 
has taken place kafadc yéypantac k.T.A. This prophetic relation is groundlessly 
denied by Tholuck and Hofmann. The agreement denoted by xa0. yéyp. 18 
just that of prophecy and ‘fulfilment according to the divine teleology. 
Comp. Matt. xv. 7.—In the citation itself, Isa. xxix. 10 (as far as xaravig.) 
and Deut. xxix. 3 (not Isa. vi. 9) are combined into one saying, and quoted 
very freely from the LXX. Deuteronomy lc. has after dxoterv : &w¢ THE ypuEpag 
rabtnc, hence éwe rij¢ of. ju. belongs to the quotation ; and the words Kxaboc¢ 
. axove must not be put in a parenthesis, as Beza, Wolf, Griesbach, and 
others have done. — édwxev] He gave’ not mere permission (Chrysostom, 
Theophylact, and many). — rvevpa karavigewc| Heb. WIA 1, Ze. @ spirdt 
producing stupefaction, which is obviously a daemonic spirit. Comp. 2 Cor. 
iv. 4; Eph. ii. 2. Elsewhere the LXX. translate MOITW by éxcracw (Gen. 
ii. 21, xv. 12), or @4uBo¢ (1 Sam. xxvi. 12), or avdpdyvvoyv (Prov. xix. 15). 
They gave the approximate sense of the word differently according to the 
connection. But that they understood xcardvvéic actually as stupefaction, in- 
toxication, is clear from Ps. lx. 5, where they have rendered MIA Gor 
intoxicating wine, by olvov katavbgewc. See in general, -Fritzsche, Hx. p. 
558 ff. This sense of xardvvéic is explained by the use of xatavbccecbar, com- 
pungi, in the LXX. and the Apocrypha to express the deep, inward para- 
lyzing shock caused by grief, fear, astonishment, etc., whereby one is stupe- 
fied and as if struck by a blow (Schleusner, Thes. III. p. 256 ; comp. on 
Acts ii. 37). In classical Greek neither the substantive nor the verh is found. 
We may add that every derivation is erroneous, which does not go back to 


1 LXX., Isa. xxix. 10: wemwdrixev bmas Kvptos mvevpate katavigews. 
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vbooerv (comp. vigic, Plut. Mor. p. 930 F) ; nor is it admissible (since Paul 
certainly knew that «ardv. expressed ND77N) to seek explanations which 
depart from the notion of NIN. So eg. Calvin : ‘‘ Spiritum vocat . . . 
compunctionis, ubi scilicet quaedam fellis amaritudo se prodit, imo etiam 
Juror in respuenda veritate.” Similarly Luther (‘‘an embittered spirit”) and 
Melanchthon. Chrysostom, indeed (and Theophylact), hits the thing itself 
rightly : katdvvgiw évravba rv rept rd yelpov kw Tie Wuxge onol THY avidtoc 
éExovoav kat auerabérwc, but his analysis of the word : xaravvyfva yap_ovdev 
érepév got % TO éuTaypvac Tov Kal TpooydAdobat, is arbitrarily far- 
fetched. — roi up BAérewv] A fatally pregnant oxymoron. The genit. is that 
of the aim : eyes, in order that they may not see, etc. Linguistically corréct 
is also the rendering of Grotius : eyes of not-seeing, i.e. ‘‘oculos ad viden- 
dum ineptos,” Fritzsche, comp. Philippi and van Hengel. But the former 
view corresponds better at once to the original text (LXX. ovk goxe.. . 
opbaryode BAErev kK. GTa akobev), and to the telic rod py BAsrewv, ver. 10. 
Comp. Isa. vi. 9, 10; John xii. 40 ; Acts xxviii. 27. — éwe 1. on. nuép. | 
belongs to the whole affirmation éoxev x.7.4. Thus interruptedly God dealt ” 
with them. The glance at a future, in which it was to be otherwise (Hof- 
mann), is here (comp. ver. 10) still quite remote. 

Vv. 9, 10. A further Scripture proof of érwpéOyoav,! and that from Ps. 
Ixix. 23, 24, quoted with free deviation from the LXX. The composer of 
this psalm is not David (in opposition to Hengstenberg, Hiivernick), but 
some one of much later date ; a circumstance which we must judge of anal- 
ogously to the expression of Christ, Matt. xxii. 43. The suffering theo- 
crat of the psalm is, as such, a type of the Messiah, and His enemies a type 
of the unbelieving Jews ; hence Paul could find the fulfilment of the pas- 
sage in the zépworc of the latter. Consequently, in pursuance of this typi- 
cal reference, the sense in which he takes the words is as follows: ‘‘ Let 
their table become to them for (let it be turned for them into, comp. John xvi. 
20) a snare, and for a chase, and for a trap, and (so) for a retaliation ,” i.e., 
while they feast and drink securely and carelessly at their well-furnished table,? 
let the fate of violence overtake them wnawares, just as wild beasts are surprised 
in a snare, and by the capture of the chase, and by a trap; and so must re- 
taliation alight upon them for that which they have done (in rejecting, 
namely, faith on Christ). But what violent calamity is meant, the sequel 
expresses, namely : ‘‘ Darkened must their eyes become, that they may not see,” 
t.€. they must become spiritually blinded, incapable of discerning the truth 
of salvation ; and finally the same thing under another figure: ‘ And 
bend their back always,” denoting the keeping them in bondage, and that, 
in the sense of the apostle, the spiritual bondage of the unfree condition 
of the inner life produced by the répwo.* The hardening, therefore, 


1 With the simple rai, and, to take which 
climactically (Hofmann) is justified neither 
by the name of David nor the contents of 
the passage. It would place a quite un- 
called-for emphasis on Aavié (even David). 

2 To conceive of the ¢adle as an outspread 
coverlet (Gesenius, Zhes. III. p. 1417, Hof- 


mann) in which they entangle themselves, 


_ is to come very unnecessarily and arbitrari- 


ly to the aid of the boldness of the poetical 
expression. 

3 Those who have found in ver. 9 the 
destruction of Jerusalem predicted (Mi- 
chaelis, after Grotius, Wetstein, and many), 
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which Paul recognizes as predicted in the passage, does not lie in # rpd- 
mela avtov (Fritzsche),—which is not to be explained ‘‘of the law and its 
works, which was Israel’s food” (Philippi, following older expositors, also 
Tholuck),—but in yevyOjrw sig rayida x.t.A., and is more precisely indicated 
in ver. 10. The express repetition in ver. 10 of the becoming blinded, already 
designated in ver. 8, forbids our explaining the prophetic images in vv. 9, 
10 generally as representations of severe divine judgments like Pharaoh’s over- 
throw, in which case the specific point of the citation would be neglected 
(in opposition to Hofmann). — xai ei¢ O4pav] stands neither in the Hebrew nor 
in the LXX. ; but 0/pa means chase, not net (Tholuck, Ewald), to establish 
which signification the solitary passage Ps. xxxv. 8, where the LXX. render 
NW) inexactly by Ofpa, cannot suffice. It often means booty (van Hengel) 
in the LXX. and in classical Greek ; but this is not appropriate here, where 
the ‘‘ becoming for a booty” is said not of such as men, but of the rpdzeta. 
This shall be turned for them into a chase, so that they, in their secure feast- 
ing, become like to the unfortunate object of the chase, which is captured 
by the hunter.*— cxdvdadov| corresponding primarily to the classical cxav- 
SaAnOpov, the stick set in a trap (Schol. Ar. Ach. 687), is frequently in the 
LXX. (see Schleusner, Thes. V. p. 38), and so also here, the translation of 
wpM, snare, by which we must therefore abide.—davrarédoua is not found in 
classical Greek, but often in the LXX. and Apocrypha, Luke xiv. 12. — xai 
Tov vdTov K.T.A.] is to be taken, according to the context, as the expression 
of the idea of hardening (represented as a bending together under the yoke 
of spiritual servitude), not, with Fritzsche, of rendering miserable through 
the withdrawal of the Messianic salvation. On the masculine 6 véroc, see 
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 290. 

Ver. 11.* At this point begins the teleological discussion respecting the 
ot dé Aorrot érapoOyoav, ver. 7. See the contents above. — Aéyw oiv] quite as 
in ver. 1 : I ask therefore, attaching it by way of inference to the érwpé0ycav - 
just supported by Scripture. [See Note CXVI. p. 459.] — pi éxracar, iva réo.] 
But their stumbling had not the aim (ordained by God) that they should fall? 
i.¢., by the fact of their stumbling at Christ (ix. 32, 33),-and refusing faith 
to Him, has the divine purpose not aimed at their everlasting aréAeva ? 
This emphasis on récwor (come to be prostrate) involves the climactic relation 
to érracav (to stumble),—a relation which Hofmann loses sight of when he 
makes the question express nothing further than : whether the fall which 
Israel suffered had been its own aim? Photius aptly remarks : 7d rraioya 
avTov ovyi cig KaTarTwowW TédeLav yéyover, GAAG pdbvov olov breoKeAicOycav. Others 


so as to refer tpdmega to the Passover meal, __ tion. 


for the celebration of which the Jews were 
in Jerusalem at the very time the city was 
invested (Josephus Bell. Jud. vi. 9. 3, 4), or 
even (Grotius) to the altar in the temple; 
and those who have regarded ver. 10 (cai 
Tov vHTov K.T.r.) AS a prophecy of the servi- 
tude of the Jews to Rome (so some of the 
Fathers) ; could not have given an explana- 
tion more opposed in sense to the connec- 


1 How very often Oypa, Onpav and Onpacbar 
are used also in classical Greek in the fig- 
urative sense, see in Dorvill, ad Charit. p. 
539; Heind. ad Plat. Theaet. p. 143. 

2 On vv. 11-33, see Luthardt, Lehre von d. 
leizten Dingen, p. 106 ff.; von Oettingen, 
Synagogale Elegik des Volks Israels, 1853, p. 
138 ff. 
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have found the point of the question not purely in the climax of the two 
figurative verbs, but in definitions mentally supplied, which, however, as 
such, cannot be admitted. So, in particular, Augustine and many : only 
in order that they should fall, as though it ran wévov iva, as Umbreit still 
takes it (comp. Hofmann) ; further Melanchthon : ‘‘non sic impegerunt 
Judaei, ut in tota gente nemo sit salvandus,” as though it ran iva révre¢ 3 and 
yet further, Ewald : ‘‘that they might purely in accordnce with the divine 
design, and therefore without their freedom and their own will, fall into sin 
and into destruction,” as though it ran iva é& avdyxyc, or the like. We must 
simply abide by the view, that rrafev is a figure for the taking offence at 
Christ which refuses faith, and irre a figure for the being involved in 
everlasting destruction ; comp. Heb. iv. 11, Ecclus. ii. 7. In the former 
the latter was not present as the aim of God’s purpose. — On érraiay, comp. 
the proverb : py Ste mpd¢ Tov avrov Aibov rraiew, Polyb. xxxi. 19. 5, xxxi. 20, 
1; and on the sense of moral stumbling, Jas. ii. 10, iii. 2 ; 2 Pet. 1. 10; 
Eur. Aeg. fr. ii. 1: rraicavr’ aperav arodeigacba. The subject is the Aovroi of 
ver. 7, the mass of the people not belonging to the éxAoy#. — r$ abtév rapanr-. | 
through their fault consisting in the refusal of faith, through their offence. 
Tlaparr. does not refer to réowor (Reiche, Tholuck, and several others),— 
which the emphatic sense of réc. forbids ; but in substance that sraioya is 
meant, which is morally characterized ‘y means of rapdrtwpua as delictum 
(so ale Vulg.) as auapria (comp. John xvi. 9), according to its stated fig- 
urative designation (comp. also iv. 25, v. 15). Quite against the usage of 
the N. T., Tholuck renders : defeat (Diod. xix. 100). —roi¢ éveov] se. 
yéyovev. That through the despising of the Messianic salvation on the part 
of the Jews its attainment by the Gentiles was effected—this experience 
Paul had learnt to recognize as that which it actually was, as the way which 
the fulfilment of the divine arrangement, i. 16, took. Comp. Matt. xxi. 43, 
xxii. 9 ; Acts xiii. 46, xxviii. 28. —eic rd rapal. avrobc] atm; comp. Calo- 
vius : ‘‘Agsumtio novi populi directa fuit ad veteris provocationem ad 
aemulationem, ut nempe Israelitae . . . seria aemulatione irritati, et ipsi 
doctrinae ev. animos suos submitterent.” Comp. x. 19. With this éi¢ 7d 
rapat. abr., exactly the counterpart of iva réowor is expressed. 

Ver. 12. Aé] yeraBarixdv, leading over from what has been said in ver. 11 
to a very joyful prospect thereby opened into the future. — The conclusion 
is a ‘‘ felici effectu causae pejoris ad feliciorem effectum causae melioris.” 
— rhobroc] for the Gentile world (xésuo¢) became enriched with the owrnpia 
(ver. 11), through the rapdérrwya of the Jews. — 1d #rrgya ait. Toit. viv] 
and their overthrow riches for Gentile peoples. Parallel to the foregoing. [See 
Note CXVII. p. 459.] — #rrmua] is not found in the old Greek, but only in 
the LXX. Isa. xxxi. 8, and 1 Cor. vi. 7 ; it is, however, equivalent to the 
classical jrra, which is the opposite of vi«n,* and, corresponding to the 
signification of jrracba, profligari, vinci, means clades, both in its proper 
sense, and also generally : succumbing, decline (comp. Dem. 1466. 23, 7rra 
rie mpoapéoewc), loss suffered (1 Cor. vi. 7), getting the worse.* Here the 


1 Plato, Lach. p. 196 A, Legg. i. p. 688 A; 2 See Perizon. ad Ael. V. H. ii. 25. 
Dem. 1486. 3; Xen. Cyr. iii. 1. 19, 20. 
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proper signification is to be retained, and that, as the contrast of 73 rAfpapa 
requires, in a numerical respect. So now also Tholuck, likewise Mangold. 
Through the fact that a part of the Jews was unbelieving, the people has 
suffered an overthrow, has, like a vanquished army, been weakened in num- 
bers, inasmuch, namely, as the unbelieving portion by its unbelief practi- 
cally seceded from the people of God. Comp. Vulg.: ‘‘diminutio eorum ;” 
Luthardt : ‘‘loss in amount.” If it be explained as : loss of the Messianic 
salvation, which they have suffered (Fritzsche and others), or : the loss which 
the kingdom of God has suffered in their case (Philippi, comp. Kahnis, Dogm. 
I. p. 573), the former is not appropriate to the contrast of tAf#pwua, and the 
latter introduces the reference to the kingdom of God, as that which has 
suffered the detriment, the more unwarrantably, inasmuch as the genit. 
aitév is expressed. The threefold airédv is to be taken with the like refer- 
ence as the genitive of the subject, and applies in cach instance to the people 
Israel as a whole (whose collective guilt also is the rapéntwua), in contrast 
to the xéoyoc and the é@v7—which likewise is not preserved in Philippi’s view. 
This very circumstance, and more decisively the utter absence of linguistic 
proof, tells also against the traditional usual rendering, according to which 
TO 7TTHua is supposed to signify the minority : ‘‘paucitas Judaeorum creden- 
tiwm” (Grotius). So, in substance, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Erasmus, Beza, 
Estius, Wetstein, Bengel, and many others, including Reiche, Olshausen, 
_ Baumgarten-Crusius, Maier, Bisping, Reithmayr ; comp. Ewald : ‘their 
remaining behind.” —xbop paAdov rd TApwpa aiTov] sc. TA0bTOG EAVOY yevhoe- 
tac; how much more their becoming full, that is, how much more will it issue 
in the enrichment of the Gentiles with the Messianic salvation, if the Jews, 
after the defeat which they have suffered, shall again be reinstated to their 
plena copia, so that they will then again in their full amount (ver. 26), as 
an integral whole, belong to the people of God,—which will take place 
through the conversion of all Israel to Christ (not would, as Luther has it).? 
The #rrjua airév is then compensated, and the rifpwoua aitoy brought in, 
which, moreover, may take place even with a continuance of the d:aoropa. 
On rAgpwpa generally, see Fritzsche, II. p. 469 ff. Comp. on Eph. i. 10. 
The numerical reference of the rAgpopua aitéy is suggested by the correlative 
TO TAhpwua Tov éOvOv in ver. 25 ; and in so far the view which takes it of 
the full number of the Jews (Theodoret : ravte¢ miorevoavrec peCovwv ayabov 
‘aow avOporoc éyévovto dv mpdzevor, SO-most) is correct. Comp. Ewald : 
“their full admission, supplying what is wanting.” With this Umbreit 
raixes up at the same time “‘ the fulfilment of their predestination ;” whilst 
van Hengel sees in the rAgp. ait., not absolutely the full number, but only 
the collective body of those destined by God to conversion, which, however, 


1S0 also de Wette; similarly Ruckert: 2 Philippi also explains vv. 12 and 15 not 


“the loss of their original dignity and glory 
as the people of God ;’’ and Hofmann : “‘ their 
hurt, in that they, by virtue of their unbelief, 
are not what they should be.” Comp. K6ll- 
ner and Gléckler. Among the older inter- 
preters, Calvin: ‘‘ Diminutio honoris sui, 
qui fuerant populus Dei gloriosus.”’ 


of an actual, but only of a _ possible 
mpoadnyes Of Israel (p. 554). Vv. 13, 14 are 
not in favour of this, where Paul has in 
view the intermediate time until the final 
mpdcdynyiis Of the wAjpwxa; and ver. 26 is 
decisive against it. 
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is not expressed, but is supplied by the reader. The various views corre- 
spond to the varying explanations of #rryua. So e.g. Fritzsche : the fulness 
of Messianic salvation, which they will possess ; Philippi : the filling up 
—which takes place through their conversion—of the blank in the king- 
dom of God which arose through their unbelief ;' Riickert, K6llner : the 
restoration of Israel to its befitting position ; Hofmann: the status, in 
which they are fully and entirely that which they ought to be (qualitative). 
Luthardt also takes the correct view. 

— Vv. 18, 14. [See Note CXVII. p. 460.] Not a parenthetical thought 
(Reiche), but the connection with the preceding and following is : ‘‘ réow 
uaArov Td TAhpwua avtov I say: but you precisely, the Gentile Christians,— 
who might think that my office belongs only to you and the Gentiles, and 
that the conversion of the Jews lies less in my vocation,—you? I hereby make 
to know (iiv Aéyw), that I, as apostle of the Gentiles, etc. ; for (motive) the 
conversion of the Jews will have the happiest consequence (ver. 15).” — roi éve- 
ow] to the (born) Gentiles, denotes, as an apposition to tiv, the readers ac- 
cording to their chief constituent element, in virtue of which the Christian 
Gentile body is represented in them ; comp. i. 13. Observe that Paul does 
- not write roi¢ dé éOveory év ipiv Aéyo, as though he intended only a Gentile 
Fraction of the otherwise Jewish-Christian community (in opposition to Man- 
gold). In contradistinction to his readers, the Jews, although his flesh, are 
to him third persons, whom he, as apostle of the Gentiles, might mediately 
serve. Baur fails to recognize this, I. p. 371. — é¢’ écov] not temporal (quam- 
diu, Matt. ix. 15 ; 2 Pet. i. 13), but : in quantum, in as far as I, etc. Comp. 
Matt. xxv. 40 ; Plato, Rep. p. 268 B; Xen. Cyr. v. 4. 68. Just so ei¢ bc0v 
and xa’ écov. — név| as so often in Paul without a-corresponding dé. But 
we sce from the following that the train of ideas passing before his mind 
was this: ‘‘I seek indeed, so far as I am one who has the commission of 
Apostle to the Gentiles (observe the emphatic éyé, in which a noble self- 
consciousness is expressed), to do honour to my office, but I have in view 
withal (for see x. 1, ix. 2, 3) to incite my kinsmen to emulation, etc.” — 
elxwc| whether in any way. The practical honouring of the office, which 
consists in a true discharge of it, is an acting, whereby the desired attain- 
ment is attempted, see on i. 10; Phil. iii. 11; Acts xxvii. 12 ; Buttmann, 
neut. Gr. p. 220 [E. T. 256]. Less in accordance with the text—since the 
very elmwe rapat. x.t.A presupposes an actual dozafew (2 Thess. iii. 1; John xii. 
28). — Reiche and Ewald (after Grotius and many others, including Flatt) 
take it as : I boast, hold my office something high and glorious. Hofmann, 
indeed, understands an actual glorification, but conditioned by ei rac x.7.2., 
so that the latter is not whether possibly, but if possibly. From this the illog- 
ical relation of present and future which thus arises* must deter us (Paul 


1 Comp. Melanchthon: ‘* Complementum 
integrae ecclesiae convertendae ex semine 
Abrahae.”” Similarly Origen. 

2 According to the reading viv sé (see 
the critical notes). This 6é forms a con- 
trast with the perspective just opened by 
woo. PadA. T. wAnp. avtav-in favour of the 


Jews. 

3 Hofmann adduces as an example Xen. 
Anab. iv. 7.3. But such passages are ofa 
quite different kind (see Brunck, ad Arist. 
Plut. 1064; Maetzner, ad Lycurg. p. 251); 
and to the necessary connection expressed 
in them of the consequence with the con- 
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must have used the future dofdow). — rapa. and odow] future indicative, like 
i. 10. On odow, comp. 1 Tim. iv. 16 ; 1 Cor. vii. 16, ix. 22. The enclitic 
ov standing before the noun cannot be emphatic (van Hengel), but repre- 
sents, at the same time, the dative of interest (whether I shall perhaps rouse 
tome my flesh to jealousy), like 1 Cor. ix. 27, Phil. ii. 2, Col. iv. 18, et al., 
and frequently in classical Greek. —airév] refers to those intended by the 
collective tiv odpxa. Ldpxa dé eimdv yvnostyta kai pidAootopyiav évégyve, 'Theo- 
phylact. Theodoret quite erroneously thinks that Paul wished to intimate 
a denial of spiritual fellowship. On the contrary, tAéov abrode oixevotuevog 
(Oecumenius), he says pz. t. odpxa, which is like rove ovyyevei¢ pov Kata odpka, 
ix. 8, but more strongly significant. Gen. xxxviil. 27; Judg. ix. 2; 2 Sam. 
v. 1. Comp. Isa. lviii. 7. Note the modesty of the expression tvvdc¢, which, 
however, was suggested by the experience of the difficulty of the conversion 
of the Jews ; comp. 1 Cor. ix. 22. 

Ver. 15. By way of inference, like ver. 12 ; ydp assigns a motive for vv. 
18, 14. —aroBorh, casting away ; Plato, Legg. xii. p. 493 E. 944 C; Aq. 
Prov. xxviii. 24. By this is meant their exclusion from the people of God 
on account of their unbelief, and the opposite of i is their mpdcAmuc, recep- 
tion in addition (Plato, Theaet. p. 210 A), by which they, having become 
believing, are adopted by God into the fellowship of His people. The view 
of ao0a4 as loss (Acts xxvii. 22 ; Plato, Phaed. p. 75 EB; Lach. p. 195 E ; 
Plut. Sol. 7) is less suitable to this contrast (in opposition to the Vulg., 
Luther, Bengel, and others, including Philippi, who understands the loss, 
which the kingdom of God has suffered in their case). — kataAdayy Kéopov| in 
so far, namely, as the converted portion of the Gentiles has attained to ducac- 
oobvy through faith, and is no longer subjected to the dpy4 of God ; and 
therewith reconciliation of the Gentile world with God has begun. Comp. v. 
11. Itis amore precise definition of the notion expressed in ver. 12 by 
rhovroc Kéouov. — Cur éx vexp.] t.€. life, which proceeds from the dead (namely, 
when these arise). [See Note CXIX. p. 460.] The rpdéoame of the still un- 
converted Jews, Paul concludes, will be of such a kind (ric, not ri, is his 
question), will be of so glorious a character (comp. Eph. i. 18), that/it will 
bring with it the last most blessed development, namely, the life beginning 
with the resurrection of the dead in the aidyv 6 péAAwr, the Cw aiovioc, which 
has the awakening from death as its causal premiss. Hence Paul does not 
say dvaoraoic éx vexpov (as Philippi objects) ; for his glance is already pass- 
ing beyond this event to its blessed consequence. The transformation of the 
living is included in this last development (1 Cor. xv. 51), which is here des- 
ignated a potiori ; comp. viii. 11. The conclusion of the apostle does not, 
however, rest on Matt. xxiv. 14 (Reiche after Theodoret), but on the fact of 
the xaraAAay) xdopov, whose most blissful final development (as it, according 
to Paul, must necessarily be occasioned by the blissful opposite of the aro- 
Bo2#) can be none other than the blessed resurrection-life which will set in 
with the Parousia (Col. iii. 8,4 ; 1 Thess. iv. 14 ff.), The view which takes 


dition, the “if in any way” (possibly), which Kiihner, ad Xen. i.c. and Gramm. II. 1, p. 
would make the condition problematic, 120. 
would be wholly unsuitable. Comp. also 
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Toh éx vexp. in the proper sense has been held by Origen, Chrysostom, Theo- 
dore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, Anselm, Erasmus, Toletus, Semler, Reiche, 
Gléckler, de Wette, Nielsen, Fritzsche, Riickert, Reithmayr, Bisping, Hof- 
mann, Beyschlag, and others. Approaching it, but taking the resurrection 
by way of comparison, stands the view of Ewald: ‘‘The final completion of 
all history down to the last day, and like the very resurrection itself, which 
is expected on this day.” Luthardt, too, is substantially in the right, tak- 
ing, however, vexpav in the ethical sense : from the dead Israel the new bodi- 
ly life of glorification will proceed. A heterogeneous mode of viewing the 
contrasts, for which the text affords no support. The non-literal interpreta- 
tion of the ‘‘ futura quasi resurrectio ex mortuis” (Melanchthon), 7.¢. of the 
‘‘ novitas vitae ex morte peccati” (Estius ; so in substance Calvin, Hunnius, 
Calovius, Vorstius, Bengel, Carpzov, Ch. Schmidt, Cramer, Béhme, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Maier; also Lechler, apost. u. nachapost. Zeitalt. p. 129 ; 
Krummacher, p. 172 f. ; and Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 574), is to be set aside on 
the ground that then nothing higher than the xaraAdayg (and it must be 
something far higher) would be expressed,’ but only its ethical consequence 
in the activity of life. Olshausen, too, understands it primarily of the spir- 
itual resurrection, yet thinks that the notion ‘‘ plays into the bodily resurrec- 
tion” (?). Umbreit finds spiritual and bodily revival from death conjoined. 
Others explain the expression metaphorically, as designating summum gaudi- 
um (Grotius after Oecumenius) or summa felicitas (Hammond, Koppe, K6ll- 
ner). Comp. Theophylact (a7epa aya0a), Beza, Flatt, van Hengel, and now, 
too, Tholuck, who recurs to the general thought of the most important posi- 
tion in the history of the divine kingdom to be occupied by converted Israel. 
But interpretations of such a non-literal character must be necessitated by 
the context ; whereas the latter by the relation, in accordance with the 
connection, of CoA éx vexpov to the quite proper karadA. xéopvov requires us to 
abide by the literal sense. Hence we are not to understand, with Philippi, 
at once both the extensive diffusion of the kingdom of God, and a subjec- 
tive revivification of Christendom, which had again become dead, ‘‘ and 
thus a glorious flourishing time for the church on earth.” So, again, Auberlen 
‘supposes a charismatic life of the church, and depicts it with the colours of 
the palingenesia of the golden age. No such ideas are here expressed ; and 
it would have been peculiarly necessary to indicate more particularly the 
dead state into which Christendom was again to fall, especially after the xa- 
radAay? kéopov already including within itself spiritual revival. And by no 
means is the supposed flourishing time (the time of worship (!) Auberlen 
calls it, as opposed to the present time of preaching) compatible with the 
nearness of the Parousia (xiii. 14 ; 1 Cor. vii. 29, e¢ al.), with the avdyxy im- 
mediately preceding it (1 Cor. vii. 26 ; Matt. xxiv. 29), and with the rovy- 
pia of the last period (on Gal. i. 4). 

Ver. 16. Aé] continuative ; but this xpécAmc, how well it corresponds to 
the character of holiness, which has been associated with the people of 


1 Calvin’s excuse: ‘‘Nam etsi una res deris,” only shows the baldness of this 
est, verbis tamen plus et minus inest pon- _ interpretation. 
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Israel from its origin till now ! The two figures are parallel, and set forth 
the same thought. [See Note CXX. p. 461. ]— arapyq] obtains the genitival 
definition to be mentally supplied with it through 76 ¢tpaya, just as in the 
second clause # pita is the root of the «Addo. The arapy7 tov gvpdyuarog is 
known from Num. xv. 19-21 to be a designation of the jirst of the dough ; 
that is, from every baking, when the dough was kneaded, a portion was to 
be set aside and a cake to be baked therefrom for the priests.’ This arapyq, 
as the first portion devoted to Jehovah from the whole, was designed to 
impart the character of its consecration to the remainder of the lump. The 
article with ¢bpaya denotes the lump of dough concerned, from which the 
arapxf is separated ; hence édov did not require to be expressed (in opposi- 
tion to Hofmann’s objection). Grotius and Rosenmiiller take r. gip. to be 
the corn destined for the baking, and azapyjf to be the first-fruits. But (ix. 
21) ¢dtpaua always denotes a mass mived (with moisture or otherwise), par- 
ticularly a kneaded one, and is in the LXX. (Ex. xii. 34) and in Paul (1 Cor. 
v. 6, 7; Gal. v. 9) the standing expression for dough. Estius, Koppe, 
K6llner, Olshausen, Krehl rightly take it so, but nevertheless understand by 
arapxf the sacred first-fruits (comp. Ex. xxiii. 10) which were employed for 
dvpaua. But in that case arapy4 obtains a genitival definition not presented 
by the text ; and this can the less be approved, since arapy7 dvpdpyaros, in 
fact, was the stated expression from Num. /.c. This applies also against 
Hofmann, who likewise explains the azapy4 as the firstling-sheaf, but con- 
siders the ¢ipaya to be the dough worked up from the harvest-fruit generally. 
—The figure is correctly interpreted, when by 7 arapy4 we understand the 
patriarchs (Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob), and by 7d ¢tp. the whole body of the 
people, to whom the character of holiness—of consecration in property to 
God—passed over from the former. With the holiness of the marépec, ix. 
4-18 (in accordance with which we are not here to think of Abraham alone), 
is given also the holiness of the theocratic people, their posterity, according 
to the divine right of covenant and promise. Comp. ix. 4, 5. But this 
holiness, which Paul looks upon, as respects the national whole, in the light 
~ of a character indeledilis, is not the inner moral, but (comp. 1 Cor. vii. 14) 
the theocratic legal holiness (‘‘ quod juribus ecclesiae et promissis Dei frui 
possint,” Calovius). The expression is taken of the patriarchs by Chry- 
sostom, Oecumenius, Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, Estius, Grotius, Calovius, 
Bengel, and others, including. Koppe, Tholuck, K@llner, Olshausen, 
Fritzsche, Philippi, Maier, de Wette, Krehl, Umbreit, Ewald, Reithmayr, 
Hofmann (though the latter thinks only of Abraham). This is correct, be- 
cause the second figure (ei dé fifa x.r.4.) is capable of no other interpretation 
(see below ; but to explain the two figures differently, as Toletus and Stolz,’ 
Reiche and Ruckert,* Gléckler, Stengel, Bisping, van Hengel, after Theo- 


1 See Philo, de sac. hon. II. p. 282; Jose- 
phus, Anté. iv. 4. 4 ; Saalschutz, M/. R. p. 347 ; 
Keil, Archdol. I. § 71; and the Rabbinical 
prescriptions in Mischn. Surenh. p. 289 ff. 

2 Toletus and Stolz suppose the amrapx7 
to be the Jews who first accepted Christian- 
ity, and the dvpauza to be the remaining part 


ofthe nation. The second figure they sup- 
pose to denote our first parents and their 
posterity. So, too, van Hengel. 

In substance like Toletus and Stolz. 
On the first figure Reiche remarks: “ As the 
whole, whereof a firstling gift is consecrat- 
ed to God, is something excellent, worthy 
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dore of Mopsuestia and Theodoret,’ have in manifold ways arbitrarily done, 
is simply a violation of the parallelism.? This holds also against the inter- 
pretation of the Jews who have become believing, and of the remaining mass of 
the people (Ambrosiaster, Pelagius, Anselm, Toletus, Rosenmiiller, Stolz, 
Reiche, Riickert, Bisping). — 7 pita and of xAddoc are the patriarchs and their 
theocratic bodily descendants, the Jews. As the azapyf is related to the 
gtpaua, So is the fila to the KAdda ; comp. on the latter, Menander, 711: 
dxapréce éotiv ovtog ard pitne KAddoc. The divergent interpretation, which 
may deserve to be considered in opposition to this usual one, is, that the piva 
is the first primitive or mother church consisting of the believing Jews, and 
that the «Addo: are the Jews, in so far as they in virtue of their national posi- 
tion were primarily called thereto. This exposition (substantially in Cor- 
nelius & Lapide, Carpzov, Schoettgen ; Semler and Ammon suppose oi «Addoz 
to be the Gentile Christians), is still considered possible by de Wette. It is, 
however, unsuitable ; for the (natural) «Addo: must have proceeded from the 
pita, must have their origin from it (comp. Ecclus. xxiii. 25, xl. 15), and the 
broken-off branches (ver. 17) must have earlier belonged to the pif{a,—which 
is not the case, if jifa is the Christian mother-church of which they were 
never «Addo. The true theocracy (the olive tree, comp. Jer. xi. 16; Hos. 
xiv. 7; Zech. iv. 11 ; Neh. viii. 15) did not begin in the Christian mother- 
church (as its root), but in the patriarchs, and Christ Himself was xara cdpxa 
from this sacred root, Matt. i.1f. In this view it is clear that the un- 
believing Jews, in so far as they rejected Christ, ceased thereby to belong 
to the true people of God, and fell away from their root. They were now— 
after the light, and with it judgment, had come into the world (John iii. 19) 
—broken-off branches, apostate children of Abraham (John viii. 37, 89, 40), 
children of the kingdom who were to be cast out (Matt. viii. 12). Comp. 
the figure of the vine in John xv. See also Rom. ix. 6 ff. 

Vv. 17-24.° In pursuance of the figure, a warning to the Gentile Christians 
against self-presumption, and an exhortation to humility, down to ver. 24. 
—tivéc¢] some, a portion of the branches ;* comp. on iii. 3. — éexAdoO.] were 
broken off (Plat. Rep. p. 611 D), «Adw being the proper word for the breaking 
of the young twigs (kAddor) ; Theophrastus,.c. pl. i. 15.1. They were broken 
off on account of their unfitness for bearing. — od dé] individualizing address 
to each Gentile Christian. — aypiéa. ov] although being of the wild olive. ayp. 
is here an adjective, like ék rij¢ aypiedaiov, ver. 24. This view is assured by 
linguistic usage,° and necessary ; for the traditional interpretation : ‘‘ oleaster, 


by a twofold figure is also confirmed by 
the fact, that in what follows Paul pursues 


of God, or by the very offering of it is de- 
clared to be such, so is also the Jewish 


people through the fact, that a part of it 
has been received into God’s fellowship, 
declared to be a noble people, worthy to 
be wholly accepted, so soon as it only ful- 
fils the conditions.” 

1 Theodore of Mopsuestia and Theodoret 
explain the arapx7 of Christ, and the piga of 
the patriarchs ; while Origen interprets doth 
figures as referring to Christ. 

? The identity of the thought eapecmede 


only the one figure, and entirely drops the 
first. 

3 On vv. 17, 18, see Matthias in the Stud. 
u. Krit. 1866, p. 519 ff. : 
4 Without indicating the great multitude 
of them, in order not to promote Gentile- 

Christian self-exaltation (ver. 18). 

5 Eryc. 4, in Anthol. ix. 287: oxuvradnv 
aypreAacov, Theocr. xxv. 255; see Jacobs, 
Delect. Epigr. p. 33; Lobeck, Paralip. p. 376. 
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i.e. surculus oleastri,” is as arbitrary as the apology for the expression when 
so explained, on the ground that Paul wished to avoid the prolixity of the 
distinction between tree and branch, is absurd (in opposition to Hofmann), 
inasmuch as he would only have needed to employ the genitive instead of 
the nominative, and consequently to write not a word more, if he wished to 
be thus sparing. The opinion of Reiche, Riickert, Kéllner, Philippi, Krehl, 
Ewald, van Hengel—that the collective body of the Gentiles is conceived as 
an entire tree—is inappropriate to the relation portrayed by the figure, because 
the ingrafting of the Gentiles took place at first only partially and in single 
instances, while the of addressed cannot represent heathendom as a whole, 
and is also not appropriate to the jigure itself, because in fact not whole 
trees, not even quite young ones (in opposition to de Wette), are ingrafted 
either with the stem, or as to all their branches ; besides, ver. 24 contra- 
dicts this opinion. Matthias also takes the right view. — év avtoic] may 
grammatically be equally well understood as among them (the branches of the 
noble olive tree generally)—so Erasmus, Grotius, Estius, and many others, 
including Riickert, Fritzsche, Nielsen, Tholuck, Philippi, Maier, Retrnaye 
Hofmann—or as : in the ates of the = oken-off branches (Chrysostom, Beza, 
Piscator, Semler, and others, including Reiche, K6llner, de Wette, 
Olshausen), which, however, would have to be conceived of, not as ordina- 
rily, in locum, but in loco corum (Olshausen has the right view). The first 
rendering is preferable, because it corresponds to the notion of the cvyxovvw- 
véc. [See Note CXXI. p. 461.] — rie pitne x. r. widt. tr. éA.] of the root (which 
now bears thee also among its own branches, ver. 18) and fatness which 
now goes jointly to thee) of the olivetree. On the latter, comp. Judg. ix. 9. 
The assumption of a hendiadys (of the fat root) (Grotius and others) is 
groundless and weakening.’ The sense without figure is : ‘‘ Thou hast at- 
tained to a participation in holy fellowship with the patriarchs, and in the 
blessings of the theocracy developed from them,”—both which the unbe- 
lieving Jews have forfeited.— Has Paul here, ver. 17 ff., had in view the pro- 
cess, really used in the East, of strengthening to renewed fertility olive trees by 
grafting scions of the wild olive upon them ?? Answer : The subject-matter, which 
he is setting forth, required not at all the figure of the ordinary grafting of 
the noble scion on the wild stem, but the converse, namely, that of the in- 
grafting of the wild scion and itsennoblement thereby. The thing thus re- 
ceiving illustration had taken place through the reception of Gentile members 
into the theocracy ; and the thing that had taken place he was bound to rep- 
resent (figuratively depict) as it had taken: place. ‘‘Ordine commutato res 
magis causis quam causas rebus aptavit,” Origen. But that, while doing 
this, he had before his mind that actual pomological practice, and made 
~ reference to it (Matthias : in order to exhibit the rapatyAwOjva: of the unbe- 


1 ths mudtnTos WOuld only represent the ad- 
jectival notion, if xai—omitted by B C N* 
Copt. Dam.—were not genuine, as Buttmann 
in the Stud. u. Krit. 1860, p. 366, pronounces 
it. Tisch. 8 omits it. But D* F Gand Codd. of 
It. omit rs pigns «ai (manifestly through a 
copyist’s error) ; therefore ris pigns without 


xai appears.as an incomplete restoration. 

2 See Columella, v. 9. 16; Pallad. xiv. 53; 
Schulz, Leit.d. Héchsten, V. p. 88; Michae- 
lis, orient. Bibl. X. p. 67 ff., and note, p. 129; 
Bredenkamp in Paulus, Memorad. II. p. 148 
ff. 
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lieving Jews, ver. 13), is not to be assumed for this reason, that here, 
_ conformably to the following ka? ovyxowwvoe x.t.2., there is conceived as the 
object of the ingrafting the ennobled fertilization of the graft itself ; where- 
as, in the practice referred to, the ingrafted scion was not to receive the fat- 
ness from the noble tree, not to become fertilized, but to fertilize; for 
‘‘ foecundat sterilis pingues oleaster olivas, et quae non novit munera, ferre 
docet,” Palladius. 

Ver. 18. py xarax. tov KAdd.] Boast thyself not against (comp. Jas. ii. 18, iii. 
14; also in the LXX., not in classical Greek) the branches. 'These are not 
the broken-off branches, of which he has just been speaking (Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Theophylact, Erasmus, Calovius, and many others, including de 
Wette, Riickert, Ewald), but, according to vv. 16, 17, the branches of the 
olive tree generally (of which some have been broken off) ; without figure, 
therefore ; the people Israel, but by no means merely those now composing 
the non-Christian Israel (Hofmann). The latter, because the Christian Is- 
raelites also still belonged to the branches of the olive tree, must, as well as 
the broken-off «Aado., have been more precisely designated (against which 
Hofmann urges subtleties) ; moreover, the following warning would not be 
suitable to the broken-off ones, because they no longer stand in any connec- 
tion with the root. The «Addo standing on the root of the patriarchs are 
the Israelites, whether believing or unbelieving ; but under the broken-off 
ones, which are therefore no longer borne by the root, we are to think not 
generally of all those Jews who at the time had not yet become believers in 
Christ (vv. 13, 14)—otherwise the apostolic mission to the Jews would in 
truth have no meaning (in opposition to Hofmann’s denial of this distinc- 
tion)—but only of those who had rejected the Christ preached to them (Acts 
xxviii. 23, 24), and therefore were already no longer in living communion 
with the patriarchal root, excluded in God’s judgment from the theocracy 
borne by this root (ix. 7, 8). Hence, too, we are not, with Fritzsche, to 
think in trav cAddwv merely of the converted Jews, as indeed to give a particu- 
lar warning against pride towards Jewish- Christians was foreign here to the 
object of the apostle. — ei d2 xatax. «.7.2.] But if the case occur, that thou 
boastest against them, then know, reflect : it is not thow who bearest, etc. ; 
without figure : Thy theocratic position is not the original theocratic one, 
but only a derived one, proceeding from the patriarchs and imparted to thee, 
conditioned by the relation into which thou hast entered towards them ; 
thou therefore standest likewise only in the relation of a branch to the root, 
which is borne by the latter, and not the converse, and which may not 
therefore bear itself proudly towards its fellow-branches, as though it were 
something better. In these words there lies a warning hint beforehand of 
the possibility which Paul afterwards, vv. 21, 22, definitely expresses. —The 
ov ov t. pit. Baor x.7.2. is to be taken declaratively. See Winer, p. 575 
[E. T. 619] ; Buttmann, p. 388 [E. T. 395]. Comp. on 1 Cor. xi. 16. The 
fact itself is quite independent of the case supposed in ei x.7.2., but it is 
brought to mind. 

Ver. 19. Oiv] therefore ; since this reason (oi od riyv pilav x.t.A.) forbids thee 
ataxavyacba, thou'wilt have something else to allege. — é&exA. x.7.2. ] branches 
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were broken off (see critical notes), in order that I, ete. This tra éy® has the 
stress of arrogant self-esteem, which, however, is not to be extended also to 
' «Addoc * forming the simple subject, and not even standing in the first place 
(Hofmann : ‘‘branches which were so are broken off”). [See Note CXXII. 
p- 462. | ; . 

Vv. 20, 21. By xadé¢ Paul admits the fact ; but in what folows he points 
out its cawse, as one which must prevent haughtiness, and inspire fear and 
anxiety respecting the duration of the state of grace’; assigning the reason 
in ver. 21.—xarae] Good! recte ais.»— The ra amoria and Th Tioter placed 
first with emphatic warning means: on account of unbelief, ete. Comp. 
ver. 30. See on Gal. vi. 12. — éornnac] thou standest, namely, as a branch 
upon the olive tree. As the figure is present, both before and afterwards, 
it is opposed to the context to take éoryx. absolutely, as the opposite of riz- 
tew (vv. 11, 22, xiv. 4; Fritzsche, Tholuck, Krehl, Philippi—the latter 
doubtfully). — spyAogpoveiv, to be haughty (1 Tim. vi. 17), is foreign to classi- 
cal Greek, which has peyadogpoveiv ; yet see scholion on Pind. Pyth. ii. 91 : 
bymdogpovorvra Kal Kavyduevov Kataxdurrer 6 Oedc. The adjective bynrAddpwv is 
found in. the classics in a good sense : high-spiritel. — doBov] ‘‘timor oppo- 
nitur non fiduciae, sed supercilio et securitati,” Bengel. Secure haughti- 
ness fears not the possible loss. —rév card gto] those according to nature, 
not ingrafted. — pArw¢ ovidé o. geic.] to be referred to the underlying con- 
ception : 2 is to be feared * (Winer, pp. 469 f., 442 [E. T. 504, 474] ; Baeum- 
lein, Partik. p. 288 ; Ast, Lev. Plat. Tl. p. 335). The Suture is more defi- 
nite and certain than the subjunctive.t At the same time the specially cho- 
sen mode of expression with y#mrwc (Paul does not say directly oidé cow 
geioera, aS Lachmann reads) is sufficiently mitigating and forbearing. 

Vv. 22, 23, An exhortation inferred from ver. 21, and corresponding to 
pH bYmhogpdver, GAAA goBov in ver. 20. — Behold, therefore, the goodness and the 
severity of God, how both divine attributes present themselves before thee 
side by side. That ypyor. and dor. should be without the article is, on ac- 
count of the following Ocoi* being anarthrous, quite regular, and does not 
entitle us artificially to educe (as Hofmann does) the sense of ‘a goodness” 
(which is here exhibited), etc. According to the correct reading (see the 


1 Were we to read, with the Rec., oi «Ad- 
So, the article would have to be taken Secx- 
tux@s Of the branches concerned, not the 
collective branches, from the haughty stand- 
point of the opponents, as Philippi holds. 
The simple xadas of the apostle does not 
suit this. 

2 Demosth. 998. 24; Plat. Phil. p. 25 B; 
Eur. Or. 1216; Lucian, Deor. Jud. 10. 

3 Observe, however, that mijmws «7.A. is 
not an actual formal apodosis (in opposition 
to van Hengel’s difficulty, by which he sees 
himself compelled to adopt Lachmann’s 
reading) ; that, on the contrary, a formal 
apodosis, as frequently along with condi- 
tional protases (see Winer, p. 556 [E. T. 598] ; 
Buttmann, p. 330 [E. T. 385 f.]), is by anacolu- 


thon suppressed, and instead of it the fear 
Himes x.7.A. is independently introduced, in 
keeping with the emotional vividness of the 
discourse. Consequently : ‘‘ For if God has 
not spared the natural branches, . . . He will, 
I am apprehensive, also not spare thee.” 
Stallbaum, ad Plat. Symp. p. 199 E, rightly 
observes that the suppression of the apo- 
dosis after a conditional protasis has mini- 
mum offensionis in familiari colloquio.” 
And such we have here, vv. 19-21. 

* See Hermann, ad Hi. 992, Aj. 272, Med. p. 
357, Elmsl. ; Stallbaum, ad. Plat. Rep. p. 451 
A; Hartung, Partikell. I. p. 140. 

5 Comp. Elwert, Quaest. ad philolog. sacr., 
Tiib. 1860, p. 7 f. 
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critical notes), a point is, with Lachmann, to be placed after droropicy Ocoi ; 
and with the following nominatives, arorouia and ypyoréryc Ocov, éori is to be 
supplied :' ‘‘ Towards the fallen there is severity, but towards thee (directed to 
thee) goodness.” The fallen are the Jews who have refused to believe,—so 
designated, because they are conceived as branches broken off and thereby 
fallen from the tree. Comp. éornkac, ver. 20. In allusion to this, the severity 
of God is also designated as drorouéia (only here in the N. T., but see on 2 
Cor. xiii. 10: Kypke, II. p. 179 ; Grimm on Wisd. v. 21). This reference 
to the figure, which certainly pervades the whole representation, it is arbi- 
trary to deny (de Wette, Fritzsche). — édv éxieiv. rq ypyorér.| if thou shalt 
abide (see on vi. 1) by the goodness, i.e. if thou shalt not have separated thyself 
JSrom the divine goodness (through apostasy from faith), but shalt have re- 
mained true to it; comp. Acts xiii. 43. Rightly, therefore, as respects 
the mode of the érmévew tr. yp., Clemens Alex. Paedag. I. p. 140 Pott: rq 
ei¢ Xpiorov riotet. But it is erroneous, because contrary to the context (for 
the emphasis lies on érimeiv., and rH ypyorér. is but the repetition of the di- 
vine attribute just mentioned) and un-Pauline, to take ypyoréryc, with 
Fritzsche, following Ch. Schmidt, in the sense of human rightness of conduct 
(iii. 12). Comp. rather on ypyorér., ii. 4, and on Eph. ii. 7 ; also Tit. iii. 
4. —érel kai ob éxxongon| for otherwise thou also (like those broken-off 
branches) shalt be cut off. The threatening tenor of the discourse suggests 
unsought the stronger word éxxor., which is also in ver. 24 retained of the 
wild olive tree. — Since xaxeivor? dé x.7.2. does not depend on the condition 
previously to be supplied with érei, but has its own conditional sentence, a 
point is to be placed (in opposition to Hofmann) after éxkor. ; and with 
Kaxeivor 0é a new sentence, still further repressing Gentile self-exaltation, must 
be begun, which wswal punctuation Lachmann, ed. maj., has again adopted : 
And those, too, if they shall not have persisted in unbelief, will be grafted in, 
—whereby the reception into the true divine community (vv. 25, 81) is fig- 
uratively depicted. The «cai puts the éxe?voc on a parallel to the ingrafted 
wild olive branches (ver. 17.) — dvvari¢ yap] if, namely, the cause has ceased 
to exist, on account of which God had to break off these branches, the power 
of God (comp. iv. 21, xiv. 4) leaves no doubt, etc. In radu the concep- 
tion is, that by the ingrafting their restoration to their previous condition is 
accomplished. Comp. Winer, p. 576 [E. T. 620].—We may notice that this 
is a probative passage for the possibility of forfeiture of the state of grace, 
for the conversio resistibilis and for reiterabilitas gratiae, and also against ab- 
solute predestination. 

Ver. 24. T'dép] does not serve to assign the reason of duvaroc x.7.4., so that 
the ability of God for that reingrafting would be popularly illustrated from 
the facility of this process as according to nature (the ordinary view). 


1To assume epexegetic nominatives ad- _ tence. 
olute (Jacobs, ad Del. epigr. v. 48), with 2 Such, with Griesb. Lachm. Scholz, 
Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 329 [E. T. 384], is Tisch., according to a large preponderance 
inappropriate, because the appended éay _ of evidence, is to be the reading, instead of 
émumecy. k.T.A. can nolonger be dependent on _—_xai éxetvor, 
idé, but presupposes an independent sen- 
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[See Note CXXIII. p. 463.] Against this it may be decisively urged, that 
—apart from the difficulty which experience attests in the conversion 
of unbelieving Jews—the power of God is the correlative, not of that which 
is easy, but precisely of that which is difficult, or which humanly speak- 
ing appears impossible (iv. 21, xiv. 4; 2 Cor. ix. 8; Rom. ix. 22; 
Matt. xix. 26 ; Luke i. 37, e¢ al.), and that réom paddov, as a designation 
of greater easiness, must have found in the context a more precise expla- 
nation to that effect, if it was not intended to express generally, as else- 
where (comp. Philem. 16, and the similar use of 70A46 waAdov), the greater 
degree of probability or certainty. Rightly, therefore, have Winzer, Progr. 
1828, Reiche, Philippi, and Tholuck, referred the ydp to the main thought 
of the previous verse, to éyxevtpiofjoovra. Yet they should not have taken 
this yap as purely co-ordinate with the preceding yap, but—as must always 
be done with two such apparently parallel instances of yép—as explicative 
(see on viii. 6) namely, so that after the brief grownd assigned for éyxevrpio- 
Ohoovrat (Suvatoc x.T.A.), the same is now yet more fully elucidated in regard 
to its certainty, and by this elucidation is still further confirmed. To this 
the confirmatory reference to éyxevr. in Hofmann substantially amounts. — 
ot] Gentile-Christian. — ék tij¢ kata gbow . . . aypier.| out of the wild olive, 
which is so according to nature, which by nature has grown a wild olive. 
— rapa dbvorv| for the grafting, as an artificial proceeding, alters the natural 
development, and is so far contrary to nature (i. 26). The interposition of 
éfexor. brings out more markedly the contrast between xara gio and rapa ¢. 
Very violently the simple words are twisted by Hofmann as follows : dypue- 
Aaiov is in apposition to éx ti¢ Kata dbo. 3 while for the latter there is to be 
borrowed from daypedaiov the more general notion of the olive tree, and 7 xara 
gbovv is the tree, which is so for the branch in a natural manner. — ei¢ KaAAcéA. | 
into a (not the) noble olive tree. The word is also found in Aristotle, Plant. 
i. 6, in contrast to dypiéA. —oiro.] the Jews who have refused to believe. 
—ol kata dbo] sc. évtec,’ those according to nature. In what respect they are 
so, the context exhibits, namely, as the original branches of the holy olive tree, 
whose root the patriarchs are, ver. 16. — rf idia é4.] for they have originally 
grown upon it, and then have been cut off from it ; hence it is still their 
own olive tree. 

Vv. 25-32. [See Note CXXIV. p. 463.] The formal and unconditional 
promise of the collective conversion of the Jews, and the confirmatory proof 
of this promise, now follow down to ver. 82. — ydp] introduces the corrobo- 
ration of the previous éyxevrpioOfoovrae : *‘ they shall be grafted in, I say ; for 
be it not withheld from you,” etc. —ov 0éAw tac ayvoeiv| not a mere formula 
of announcement generally (Riickert), but always of something important, 


1 Fritzsche takes ot as the relative ot: through the punctuation obrot, ot cara dioww 


how much more shall these be grafted into 
the olive tree, who, according to nature, 
shall become grafted into their own olive 
tree! Superfluous in itself,—and what dif- 
fuse and unwieldy circumstantiality of ex- 
pression! Hofmann has nevertheless ac- 
ceded to this reading of ot, in which case, 


(sc. éyxevtpiaOjcovrat) éyxevtprcOjcovTar TH 
idia éAaia, nothing ‘is gained. How simply 
and clearly would the thought thus artifi- 
cially made out have been expressed, if 
Paul had only left out that alleged relative 


ot! 
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which Paul desires to be specially noticed, i. 18 ; 1 Cor. x. 1, xii, 1; 2 Cor. 
i. 8; 1 Thess. iv. 18. That which is addressed, under the fervent addition 
of the adeAgot embracing all readers, is the whole church, although it stands 
before the apostle’s eyes such as it was, namely, in its predominantly Gen- 
tile-Christian character. Comp. vv. 13, 28, 30. — 1d uvorhpiov| has not in 
the N. T. the sense in which profane writers speak of mysteries (something 
mysterious in itself, comprehensible only by the initiated, and to be con- 
cealed from the profane).’ But it signifies that which, undiscerned by men 
themselves, has been made known to them by divine arokaAvyc, and always refers 
to the relations and the development of the Messianic kingdom (Matt. xiii. 
11). Thus it frequently denotes with Paul the divine counsel of redemp- 
tion through Christ,—as a whole, or in particular parts of it,—because it - 
was veiled from men before God revealed it (Rom. xvi. 25 ; 1 Cor. ii. 7-10; 
Eph. iii. 38-5). Whether the contents of a mystery have already become 
known through the preaching of the gospel, may be gathered from the 
scope of the particular passages. That, however, which Paul here means 
by uvorgp., is something the droxdavic of which he is conscious of having 
received by divine illumination (just as in 1 Cor. xv. 51), and he declares it 
as a prophet év droxadtinper (1 Cor. xiv. 6, 30) ; without presupposing that 
the church, personally still strange to him, was already acquainted with 
the peculiar point of doctrine, as is evinced by iva up qre év éavtoic dpédv. 
He desires, namely, by a disclosure of the pvothpiov, to take care that his 
readers, from their Gentile-Christian standpoint, should not, under a mis- 
apprehension of the divine counsel, hold for truth their own views on the 
exclusion of the Israelitish people, and therewith be wise in themselves (év 
éavr., See the critical notes), ¢.e. in their own judgment (comp. Jas. ii. 4). 
What Luther has : ‘‘ that ye be not proud” (comp. Erasmus, Beza, Calvin, 
Calovius), is not directly expressed, but is rightly pointed out by Theodoret 
as a consequence. Comp. Isa. v. 21 ; Soph. HZ. 1055 f. — rc «.7.2.] Contents 
of the uvorfp., namely, the duration of the hardening of Israel, which will 
not be permanent. — répworr] See on ver. 7. — 4rd pépove] is to be con- 
nected with yéyover, not, as by Estius, Semler, Koppe, Fritzsche, contrary 
to the construction, with r@ "Icpa#a. Hardening has partially befallen the 
people, in so far as ob révre¢ yricrevoav* rodAot yap é éxelvov éxlorevoar (The- 
odoret). Comp. xv. 15. It is therefore to be understood extensively (comp. 
ol Aovroi, ver. 7 5 twvéc, ver. 17), not intensively, as Calvin takes it (attaching 
it to répworc) : guodammodo, which was intended to soften the severity of 
the notion. So taken, it would not modify the conception, but alter it 
(ver. 7 ff.), K@llner finds in ad y. the statement of a single ground of the 
divine arrangement, leaving it undecided whether other reasons, and what, 
were in the mind of the apostle : on the one part the hardening had been de- 
creed by God over Israel only for the end, that first, etc. But in that case 
ard yw. must have referred to an expressed iva or the like. The temporal 
view, ‘‘ for a while’ (Hofmann), is here as contrary to usage as in 2 Cor. i, 


? See on wvew and wvoryp., Creuzer on Plotin. de Puler. p. 357 f. ; Lennep. Etymol. p. 441; 
comp. Lobeck, Aglaoph. I. p. 85 ff. 
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14, ii. 5. Paul would have known how to express this sense possibly by 
rd viv, or by the classical réw¢g. — yéyovev| from whom? is known from ver. 8. 
— a&xptc ob] usque dum intraverit. Then—when this shall have taken place 
—the hardening of Israel shall cease. Calvin’s ita ut is intended, in spite 
of the language, to remove the idea of a terminus ad quem ; and for the same 
reason Calovius and others employ much artifice in order to bring out the 
sense, that down to the end of the world the partial hardening will endure, 
and therefore, too, the partial conversion, but only that which is partial. — 
rd rAhp. tov évav] In opposition to Gusset, Wolfburg, and others named by 
Wolf, also Wolf himself, Michaelis, Olshausen, Philippi, who understand 
only the complementum ethnicorum serving to make up for the unbelieving 
Jews (‘‘ the recruitment from the Gentiles,” Michaelis), the wsus loquendi is not 
decisive ; for according to usage that, with which something else is made 
full, might certainly be expressed by the genitive with rAfpopa (Mark viii. 20, 
and see on Mark vi. 43 ; comp. Eccles. iv. 6). But how enigmatically, and 
ina manner how liable to misapprehension, would Paul have indicated the sup- 
posed thought, instead of simply and plainly writing 70 rAjpopya avTov TO éK 
rov évov | especially as already, in ver. 12, the analogous expression 16 7Aq- 
papa avtov was used in the sense of ‘their full number.” Fritzsche also 
finds too little : caterva gentilium, so that only a great multitude is meant. 


Comp. on Eph. iii. 19. 
TAHPOUA . . 


tively shall have come in, and, when 


We must observe the correlation of ad pépove. - - 
. rac: apart of Israel is hardened, until the Gentiles collec- 
that shall have taken place, then all 


Israel will be saved. The conversion of the Gentiles ensues by successive 
stages ; but when their totality shall be converted, then the conversion of 
the Jews in their totality will also ensue ; so that Paul sees the latter— 
which up to that epoch certainly also advances gradually in individual cases 
_ensuing, after the full conversion of the Gentiles, as the event complet- 


5) 


ing the assemblage of the church and accomplishing itself probably in rapid 
development.’ All this, therefore, before the Parousia, not by means of i. 


Comp. on Acts iil. 20. 


taken numerically : the plena copia of 


The expression 1d TAfpwpa tT. éOvav is therefore to be : 
the Gentiles (of whom in the first in- 


stance only a fraction has come and is coming in), their full number. Rightly 
Theophylact : rdvrec, but with arbitrary limitation he adds : of mpoeyvwopé- 
vor éOvixot. Just so, in substance, Augustine, Oecumenius, and many others, — 
including even van Hengel : ‘‘ plenus numerus gentilium, guotquot compre- 
hendebant proposita Dei,” comp. Krummacher : ‘only the elect among the 


Gentiles.” 


1 There would have been no offence taken 
at the full sense of the wAjpwpua trav éOvav, as 
well as of the correlate mas “Iopaya, ver. 26, 
and there would have been no occasion to 
seek artificial limitations of the fulness of 
these notions, had it been sufficiently con- 
sidered that Paul is speaking apocalyptically, 
in virtue of his prophetic contemplation of 
the last sacred-historical development be- 
fore the Parousia. The prophet (comp. ¢.g. 
Acts ii. 17, xi. 28) contemplates and speaks 


The collective multitude of the Gentiles in the strict sense Hof- 


of the grand things in’ the perspective 
opened to his view in the bulk and summa- 
rily, without being answerable for such ut- 
terances according to strict mathematical 
precision. By a restrictive explaining away 
and modification of these utterances the 
prophetic character and spirit suffers a vio- 
lence foreign to it, against which the sim- 
ple and clear words do not cease to offer 
resistance. 
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mann seeks to get rid of, by making 1d rA4pwua serve only to emphasize the 
fact that ra év7 is to be thought of ‘‘in the full compass of the notion,” so 
that by 1d rAgp. r. évev no other full amount is intended than that which 
would be expressed by ra é6vy itself. Thus there would result as the sense ; 
until no people of the Gentile world is any longer found outside the church. 
This is decidedly at variance with ver. 12, and with the whole context 
down to its evident concluding verse (ver. 32), according to which not the 
peoples as such (in the lump, as it were), but all persons who compose them, 
must be the subjects of the entrance into the church and of the divine mercy. 
The above interpretation is a process of rationalizing, artificial and far- 
fetched, and contrary to the language and the context, by interpreting 
what is said of the individuals as applying to the nations ; just as Beyschlag, 
p. 75, understands the two great groups of mankind to be thought of here 
and in ver. 26. — eicé24y] namely, into the community prefigured by the 
holy olive tree, 7.e. into the people of God. There is not yet mention of 
the kingdom of Messiah ; its establishment is later, The passage Col. i. 13 is 
wrongly employed with a view to supply ei¢ r. Baowd. Ocov. See in loc. 

Ver. 26 f. Kai otrw] And so, namely, after the TAjpwopa Tov éOvov shall have 
come in. The modal character of the oitw therefore lies in the succession of 
time conditioning the emergence of the fact (comp. 1 Cor. xi. 28), as it also 
in the classics, in the sense of so then, embraces what has been previously 
said.’ Theodoret rightly says : rév yap éOvev deFauévov 70 Khpvypya rioreboover 
xaxetvot, and that, according to ver. 11, under the impulse of powerful em- 
ulation. We may add that this great final result is brought into more im- 
portant prominence, if we take kal obtw x.7.A. independently, than if we 
make it form part of the statement dependent on érz (Lachmann, Tischen- 
dorf, Fritzsche, Ewald, Hofmann, and others). — rae "Iopafa] This notion, 
so definitely expressed, of the totality of the people is in no way to be lim- 
ited ; the whole of those are intended, who, at the time that the fulness of 
the Gentiles shall have come in, will compose Israel. _AJZ Israelites who up 
to that time shall be still unconverted, will then be converted to salvation, 
so that at that term entire Israel will obtain the saving deliverance ; but 
comp., as to the quite unlimited expression, the remark on ver. 25. Lim- 
itations from other interests than that of exegesis have been suggested : 
such as that the spiritual Israel, Gal. vi. 16, is meant (Augustine, Theodoret, 
Luther, Calvin,*? Grotius, and others, including Krummacher) ; or only the 


1See Schweighiuser, Lex. Herod. II. p. 
167 ; Thucyd. iii. 96.2; Ken. Anab. iii. 5. 6; 
Dem. 644. 18, 802. 20. Hofmann, in connec- 
tion with his incorrect explanation of amd 
Képous, ver. 25, refers ottw to the temporal 
limitation of the Jewish hardening ; through 
the fact that the latter took place in the 
first instance only and thus in its time ceases, 
there is given to the people the possibil- 
ity (?), ete. In this way this definitely pro- 
phetic element, which lies in the xai ovrw 
joined to what immediately precedes, is re- 
moved, and resolved into something entire- 


ly self-evident ! 

2 “*Ego Israelis nomen ad totum Dei pop- 
ulum extendo, hoc sensu : Quum gentes in- 
gressae fuerint, simul et Judaei ex defecti- 
one se ad fidei obedientiam recipient, atque 
ita complebitur salus totus Israelis Dei, 
quem ex utrisque colligi oportet.”—The Re- 
formers were induced to depart from the 
literal sense of the apostle, not by exegeti- 
cal, but by dogmatic considerations, and 
also by their bad opinion of Jewish depray- 
ity (“a Jew or Jewish heart is as hard as 
stock, stone, iron, or devil, so as in no way to 
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select portion of the Jews (Calovius, Bengel, and several others, including 
Olshausen : ‘‘all those members of the Israelitish people who from the be- 
ginning belonged to the true Aeiuua”) ; or that mac is to be taken compara- 
tively only of the greater number, of the bulk (Oecumenius, Wetstein, Riickert, 
Fritzsche, Tholuck). To this comes in substance also Hofmann’s explana- 
tion : ‘‘that the people, as a people, will be converted ;” but rae ’Iopaga is, 
in fact, not ‘‘ Zsrael as a whole,” but rather the entire Israel, as is also meant 
in 2 Chron. xii. 1 and in all O. T. passages, in contrast to amd pépouc, ver. 
25. Comp. mde oikoc ’Iop., Acts ii. 36, mac 6 Aadce "Iop., and the like. This 
also against Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 404. — owbhoera| will be saved, unto Mes- 
sianic salvation, by their conversion to Christ. — xa6ac¢ yéyp.| For rae ’Ioap. 
owljo. Paul finds a Scripture warrant,’ not merely a substratum for his own 


be moved,” etc., Luther, 1543, who passed a 
milder judgment at an earlier period). Still 
the literal interpretation remained predom- 
inant amongst the Reformed through the in- 
fluence of Beza ; and through Calixtus and 
Spener it became so again in the Lutheran 
Church, in which it had even at an earlier 
period asserted its claims, through Hunnius, 
Balduin, and others, in spite of Luther’s 
authority. Melanchthon htld simply by 
the statement (see his Hnarratio, 1556) : ‘‘ fu- 
turum esse ut subinde usque ad finem mun- 
di aliqui ex Judaeis convertantur.”? The 
modest addition which he made at an ear- 
lier period (1540), of a possible universal 
conversion of the Jews, is not found in 
this, his last exposition of the epistle. Fol- 
lowing Luther, Calovius also explains it 
only of a successive conversion of the Jews, 
which is gradually to ensue up to the end 
of the world, so that there is merely meant 
a magnus numerus still to be converted. 
So, too, others in Calovius, and now also 
Philippi (p. 557 ff.) joins them: Israel is 
partially hardened until the entrance of the 
pleroma of the Gentiles ; and in this way, 
namely, that out of the only partially har- 
dened people a great assemblage of believing 
ones is continually being formed until the end 
of the days, will the entire Israel properly 
aimed at by the O. T. divine word, accord- 
ing to the prophetic passage, be saved. It 
is self-evident that thus all the edements 


which form the points properly so called — 


of this interpretation are forced upon the 
text, and the result is an historical process 
recognizable by any one, concerning which 
it is not easy to see how Paul could in- 
troduce it asa mvorypiov.—On the history 
of the exposition of this passage, see, more- 
over, Calovius, p. 190 ff., and Luthardt. 

1 Not, however, as though Paul had de- 
rived his prophecy from Isa. l.c., for the ore 
Topwois ... Kal oitw he could not derive 


thence. Rather has he—after having év 
amoxadvwer récognized the declared pvorn- 
ptov—now also recognized an O. T. proph- 
ecy in reference to that constituent of it 
which is contained in was ‘IopandA cwbjcerar 5 
this, therefore, pertains no longer to the 
aroxkaduyis, by which the pvoryproy itself 
was disclosed to him, but is to be as- 
cribed to his own apprehension of the 
meaning of Scripture. The Messianic 
prophecy of Isa. lix. 20, 21 (also with the 
Rabbins a solemn Messianic utterance ; see 
Schoettg. Hor. II. pp. 71, 187), refers merely 
to the Israelites turning from apostasy, and 
appears therefore incapable of warranting 
mwas IopandA owOjceTar, We have, however, 
to observe that, according to the apostle’s 
view and exposition in ver. 17 ff., it is only 
those who reject Christ among the Jews who 
have fallen away from the true theocracy 
(from the olive tree); consequently, if 
these are converted, entire Israel is recon- 
ciled, because they who remained and do 
remain in the theocracy are those who 
have accepted and accept the preaching of 
Christ—of whom the owrtypia is therefore 
self-evident. This mode of apprehending 
the quotation, corresponding to the con- 
textual view of the state of the matter, ex- 
cludes the far-fetched and artificial expe- 
dient which Fritzsche offers, when he 
brings out from the anarthrous aceBeias, 
and from rds auaprias having the article 
(aliqua peccata—all sins), the result that in 
the first half only the elect Israelites, but in 
the second the entire people, are meant.— 
Following Calvin and others, Gléckler 
again believes that ver. 27 is borrowed 
from Jer. xxxi. 31-34; but this must be re- 
jected, because kai avty.... Sabyxn 
stands in Isa. lix. 21, while orav «.r.A. stands 
literally in Isa. xxvii. 9. Philippi also 
thinks that the contents of the passage in 
Jeremiah floated before the mind of the 
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ideas (Tholuck), in Isa. lix, 20, 21 (not quite closely after the LXX., and, 
from érav onwards, with a bringing in of xxvii. 9 ; see Surenhus. xarada. 
p. 503 f.) ; to the prophetic sense of this passage the future salvation of all 
Israel corresponds as result. — éx Yiav] for from God will the deliverer come ; 
the theocratic central-point and dwelling-place of the divine kingdom is the 
holy mount of Zion. Comp. Ps. xiv. 7, lili. 7, et al. See also ix. 33. The 
LXX. have, following the original, évexev Lvov ars), i.e. for Zion). Our éx 
Xvév is a variation of memory, occasioned by the reminiscence of other passages 
(comp. Ps. xiv. 1, liii. 7, ex. 2) ; for évexev E. would have been quite as 
suitable to the apostle’s purpose (in opposition to Reiche, Fritzsche, van 
Hengel) ; hence to discover intentional reasons for this deviation (Philippi : 
in order to bring into stronger relief the claim of the people as contrasted 
with the Gentiles) is groundless. Nor was this deviation more convenient 
(Hofmann) for the apostle, namely, in order to designate Christ’s place of 
manifestation ; but it involuntarily on his part found its way into the 
citation freely handled. — 6 pvdpevoc] i.e. not God (Grotius, van Hengel), 
who first emerges in ver. 27, but the Messiah. In the Heb. we find Saha, a 
deliverer, without the article, by which, however, no other is intended. 
The future coming of the deliverer which is here predicted is, in the sense 
of the fulfilment of this prophecy, necessarily that whereby the rac ’Iopay 
cubioerae will be effected ; consequently not the Parousia, because the con- 
version of all Israel must be antecedent to this, but rather that specially 
efficacious self-revelation of Christ in the preaching of His gospel (comp. Eph. 
ii. 17), to be expected by the future, whereby He will bring about that 
final sacred-historical epoch of the people, the conversion of its totality. 
Erroneously, however, Augustine, Chrysostom, Theodoret, and Beza have 
supposed it predicted that Elijah or Enoch would appear before the end of 
the world as converter of the Jews. —dmoorp. doe. amd ’Iax.] He will turn 
away, i.e. (comp. Bar. iii. 7; 1 Mace. iv. 58) remove, do away with impieties 
from Jacob. By this, in the sense of the apostle, is meant the atoning, 
reconciling work of the Messiah (comp. John i. 29: aipwy tr. dyapr), which 
He will accomplish in Israel by its conversion. Hence there follows, as the 
correlative to this in ver. 27, the forgiveness of sins on the part of God, pro- 
cured through Him, and that as the actually saving essence of the covenant, 
which the people possesses from God.’ Compare the original text, which, 
however, instead of x. amoorp. ae. ard "IaxéB has apy)3 pws "ay, and for 
those turning from apostasy in Jacob. Paul, however, because following gen- 
erally in this quotation the LXX., retains also its deviation from the orig- 
inal text, but not as if this could have been more welcome to him for his 
object, for in that respect he might have just as well made use of the words 
of the original. — airy] points to the following (comp. 1 John v. 2), so that 
the sense of ver. 27 is : ‘‘ And when I shall have forgiven their sins, this, this 
remission of sins conferred by me, will be my covenant to them, i.e. they will 


apostle. If this were the case, why should rejection of the people of God (ver. 1), the 
he not have cited this well-known leading covenant of God with them now subsists 
passage in reference to the new covenant? _in its entire fulfilment ! 

1 How happy a final result! Instead ofa 
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therein have from me the execution of my covenant.” Both in the orig- 
inal and in the LXX. airy points to the following, in which the words of 
the covenant (rd rveiya rd éudv . . . . ob pu éxdizrn x Tod oTéu. K.T.A.) are ad- 
duced ; but instead of them, Paul, for the object which he has in view, 
puts ray agéAwuac k.t.A. from Isa. xxvii. 9, where likewise a preceding dem- 
onstrative (roid éorev % evaAoyia avtov) points forward to brav. Hence we 
may not, with others (including Kéllner and Hofmann), refer airy to the 
preceding, in which case droorp. doeBeiac ard "ax. is supposed to point to the 
moral conversion, and aged. tT. duapt. abr. to the JSorgiveness, on the ground of 
which that conversion takes place (see Hofmann), According to this view, 
the essence of the covenant would lie in sanctification, not in reconciliation, 
which would be conceived rather as antecedent to the covenant,—a view 
which runs counter to the N. T. doctrine (Matt. xxvi. 26 5, len ix. loci. 
X. 29, xii. 24, xiii. 20).—7 rap’ éuod dcabfnn] The covenant which proceeded 
Jrom me, which was made on my part. See Bernhardy, p. 255 f. ; Fritzsche, 
ad Mare. p. 182 f. ; van Hengel, in loc. | 


Remarx.—The conversion of entire Israel promised by Paul as a HVOTHpLOV Te- 
vealed to him, has not yet taken place ; for the opinion, that the promise had 
been fulfilled already in the apostolic age through the conversion of a great 
part of the people (comp. Euseb. H. E. iii. 35 ; Judaizantes in Jerome ; Grotius, 
Limborch, Wetstein), is set aside, notwithstanding Acts xxi. 20, by the literal 
meaning of rd¢ IopanA and of rAgpwopa tov éOvov. The fulfilment is to be re- 
garded as still future, as the last step in the universal extension of Christianity upon 
earth. In respect of time no more special definition can be given, than that the 
conversion of the totality of the Gentiles must precede it ; whence only this is 
certain, that it is still a time very distant. Paul has certainly viewed the matter 
as near, seeing that he conceived the Parousia itself to be near (not merely, 
perhaps, its possible, but its actual emergence —in opposition to Philippi), — a 
conception which was shared by him with the whole apostolical church, al- 
though it remained without the verification of the event, as this was conceived of. 
But the promise of the conversion of the people of Israel is not on that account 
itself to be regarded as one, the fulfilment of which is no longer to be hoped for, 
—as though, with the non-verified conception of the time of the event, the event 
itself should fall to the ground (Ammon, Reiche, Kdllner, Fritzsche) ; for it is 
the fact in itself, and not the epoch of it, which is disclosed by the Apostle as 
part of the yvorjpiov which was revealed to him ; and therefore this disclosure 
rested on the droxdAvyi¢ received, not on individual opinion and expectation. 
The duration of time until the Parousia was not subject-matter of revelation, 
Acts i. 7, and the conception of it belongs, therefore, not to that in the apos- 
tolic teaching which has the guarantee of divine certainty, but to the domain 
of subjective hope and -expectation, which associated themselves with what 
was revealed,—a distinction which even Philippi does not reject. The latter, 
however, endeavours to remove from the category of error the apostolic expec- 
tation of the nearness of the Parousia, because it was not cherished with that 
divine certainty ; but cannot thereby prevent it, where it is presupposed so 
definitely, as e.g. xiii. 11, or is expressed so unconditionally, as e.g. 1 Cor. xv. 
51, 52, from being characterized by an unprejudiced mind as a human error, 
which did not, however, exclude occasionally other moods, as in 2 Cor. v, 8, 
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Phil. i. 23. Of such human mistakes and vacillations, which lie outside the 
range of revealed truth, that truth is independent (against Hoelemann,. neue 
Bibelstud, p. 232 ff., and others)—We may further notice that our passage 
directly controverts the Ebionitish view, now renewed in various quarters (Chr. 
A. Crusius, Delitzsch, Baumgarten, Ebrard, Auberlen, and others ; expositors 
of the Apocalypse), of an actual restoration of Israel to the theocratic kingdom 
in Canaan, as to be expected on the ground of prophetic predictions (Hos. ii. 
2,16 ff., ili. 4, 55; Isa. xi. 11, xxiv. 16, chap. lx. ; Jer. xxxiv. 33, ef al.). Israel 
does not take in the church, but the church takes in Israel ; and whenever 
this occurs, Israel has in the true sense again its kingdom and its Canaan. 
Comp. Tholuck on ver. 25 ; Kahnis, Dogm. I. p. 576 f. ; Hengstenberg, Christol. 
I. p. 256 ; and see especially Bertheau, in the Jahrb. f. Deutsche Theol, 1859, 
p. 353 ff. 


Ver. 28 ff. Yet a final summary gathering up of the sacred-historical 
relation of Israel to God, and (vv. 29-82) discussion of it ; in which, how- 
ever, the reference, bearing on the apostle’s object, to the statement xai 
obtw Tae "Topay” cwlioerae does not require the parenthesizing of xabac¢ yéyparrat 
x.t.A. (Ewald), asin ver. 28 the substantive verb is easily and obviously 
supplied.—The unbelieving Israelites as such are the subject (airav, ver. 27). 
—xatTai 7d evayy.| The relation is thereby designated, according to which 
they are éypot. [See Note CXXV. p. 464.] The gospel was preached to 
them ; but they rejected it, in which relation they are hated of God. In 
conformity with the message of salvation, which reached them, but was 
despised by them (comp. ver. 25), they must necessarily be éy6poi ; since in 
fact, not accepting the dccacootvy proffered in the gospel, they remained under 
the wrath of God (ver. 7). According to the context, we must think of the 
areifera of the Jews, ver. 80 ; and therefore neither of their evelusion from 
the gospel (Fritzsche), nor even of the diffusion of the latter (Rickert). — 
éxOpoi] not my enemies (Theodoret, Luther, Grotius, Semler, and others), nor 
yet enemies of the gospel (Chrysostom, Theophylact, Michaelis, Morus, 
Rosenmiiller). That, on the contrary, Oe (see on Gal. iv. 16) is to be sup- 
plied, as Ocod with dyaryrot, is evident generally from the connection with 
vv. 27 and 29 ; and that éyApoi is to be explained not in an active (Olshausen, 
van Hengel, Ritschl, and older interpreters), but in a passive sense (to whom 
God is hostile), is shown by the contrast of ayaryrot. Comp. on v. 10.—d¢ 
tuac] for your sake, because you are thereby to attain to salvation, ver. 11. — 
xara ty éxA.] is usually taken : as fellow-members of the nation elected to be 
the people of God ; comp. ver. 2. But éxioy7—differently from the zpoéyva, 
ver. 2—has already been clearly defined in vv. 5, 7 as the elect Agiupa, and 
hence, with Ewald, is here also to be taken in this sense. Consequently : 
in conformity with the fact, however, that among them is that elect remnant. 
This believing éxAoy# is the living testimony of the undying love of God 
towards the people. Comp. ver. 5. — cd rode rat.] for the fathers’ sake. 
Calvin aptly remarks : ‘‘ Quoniam ab illis propagata fuerat Dei gratia ad 
posteros, secundum pacti formam : Deus tuus et seminis tui ;” comp. ver. 
16 ; Luke i. 54, 55. ; 

Ver. 29. Confirmation of the second half of ver. 28 by the axiom: ‘‘ Un- 
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repented, and so subject to no recall, are the displays of grace and (especially) 
the calling of God.” The application to be made of this general proposition 
is : Consequently God, who has once made this people the recipient of the 
displays of His grace and has called them to the Messianic salvation, will 
not, as though He had repented of this, again withdraw His grace from 
Israel, and leave and abandon His calling of Israel without realization. — 
On dpetapyédnroc, comp. 2 Cor. vii. 10. 

Vv. 30, 31. Tdép] not referable to ver. 28 (Hofmann), introduces that, 
which, according to the economy of salvation under the divine mercy, will 
emerge as actual proof of the truth of ver. 29. —jreiWjoate| have refused obe- 
dience, which came to pass through unbelief. For the elucidation of this, sce 
i. 18 ff. — viv dé] contrast to the time before they become Christian (zoré), 
Eph. ii. 8. — #4e46yre] For the reception into Christianity with its blessings 
is, as generally, so in particular over-against the preceding jredjoare, on 
God’s part solely the work of mercy. —rh tobrwv arexb.| through the disobedi- 
ence of these; for they are éyOpoi dv tuac, ver. 28. Comp., besides, vv. 11 f., 
15, 19f. The non-compliance of the Jews with the requirement of faith in 
the gospel brought about the reception of the Gentiles. The latter, the con- 
verted Gentiles, are individualized by the address to the Gentile-Christian 
community of the readers (iyeic¢). — 7reiOyoav| namely, through rejection of 
the gospel. —r@ suerépw éAéec] is, on account of the parallelism, to be joined 
to the following (iva x.r.”.), and the dative to be taken in the sense of medi- 
ate agency, like rj robr. aed. : in order that through the mercy that befell you 
(which may excite them to emulation of your faith, ver. 11) mercy should 
also accrue to them. The position of r. tu. é. before the introductory 
conjunction is for the sake of emphasis ; comp. 2 Cor. xii. 7; Gal. iv. 10, 
et al.; Winer, p. 522 [E. T. 561]. Hence the parallelism is not to be 
sacrificed by placing a comma after éée. Nevertheless such is the 
course followed—and with very different views of the dative, arbitra- 
rily departing from the datival notion in rf robr. aredeig—by the Vulgate 
(‘‘in vestram misericordiam”), Peshito, Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Estius, 
Wolf, Morus, Lachmann, Gléckler, Maier, Ewald (‘‘so these also became 
now disobedient alongside of [bei] your mercy”), Buttmann in the Stud. u. 
Krit. 1860, p. 367 (‘‘in favour of your mercy, that you might find mercy”), 
and others. —iva] the divinely ordained aim of the jreibyoav. On the em- 
phatic iuerépy in the objective sense, see Winer, p. 145 [E. T. 153] ; Kiihner, 
II. 1, p. 486. 

Ver. 32. Establishment of ver. 30 f., and that by an exhibition of the 
universal divine procedure, with the order of which that which is said in ver. 
31 of the now disobedient Jews and their deliverance is incorporated. Thus 
ver. 82 is at once the grand summary and the glorious key-stone—impelling 
once more co the praise of God (ver. 33 ff.)—of the whole preceding section 
of the epistle.'— ovyAstw sig : to include in (2 Macc. v. 5, comp. Luke v. 6), 
has, in the later Greek (Diod. Sic. xix. 19, comp. xx. 74, frequently in Poly- 


1‘*Note this prime saying, which con- ness, and alone exalts God’s mercy, to be 
demns all the world and man’s righteous- obtained through faith” (Luther’s gloss). 
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bius), and in the LXX. (after the Heb. Y307 with 5), also the metaphorical 
sense : to hand over unto or under a power which holds as it were in ward. 
Comp. on Gal. iii. 22, 28. Correspondent, as regards the notion, is rapé. 
doxe, 1, 24. The compound expression strengthens the meaning ; it does not 
denote simul (Bengel and others).—The effective sense is not to be changed, 
which has been attempted by taking it sometimes as declarative (Chry- 
sostom, Theodoret, Grotius, Zeger, Glass, Wolf, Carpzov, Wetstein, Ch. 
Schmidt), sometimes as permissive (Origen, Cornelius & Lapide, Estius, and 
many others, including Flatt and Tholuck). — ei¢ aei#.] towards God ; see 
vv. 30, 31. — rove ravrac] Of Gentiles (sueic¢) and Jews (oiro) Paul has pre- 
viously spoken ; hence oi révreg now comprises the totality, namely all Jews 
and Gentiles jointly and severally,— ‘‘ cunctos 8. universos, i.e. singulos in 
unum corpus colligatos,” Ellendt, Lex. Soph. II. p. 521. Comp. on the 
subject-matter, ili. 9, 19 ; Gal. iii. 22. So necessarily also the following 
tovg rdvtac. The view which understands only the two masses of Jews and 
Gentiles, these two halves of mankind in the gross (usually so taken recently, 
as by Tholuck, Fritzsche, Philippi, Ewald, Weiss), cannot suit the compre- 
hensive r. ravrag (as if it were equal to rove dudorépovc), since it is by no 
means appropriate to the mere number of two, but only to their collective sub- 
jects. Not even the Jewish éxaoy#, vv. 7, 28, is to be excepted (Maier, van 
Hengel), because its subjects were also before their conversion sinners (iii. 
23), and therefore subjected to the power of disobedience towards God ; for 
the ovvéxdewe . . . arecbeiav points back, in the case of each single member 
of the collective whole, to the time before conversion and until conversion. 
If we should desire to refer oi ravre¢ merely to the Jews (van Hengel by way 
of a suggestion, and Hofmann), who are meant as a people in their collective 
shape (consequently not in all individuals ; see Hofmann), the close relation- 
ship between ver. 30 and ver. 31 would be opposed to it, since the reference 
of yap merely to the apodosis in ver. 31 is quite arbitrary ; and, indeed, the 
bold concluding thought in ver. 32 possesses its great significance and its 
suitableness to the following outburst of praise, simply and solely through 
its all-comprehensive contents. And even apart from this, rov¢e révrac in fact 
never denotes : them as a collective whole, as a people,’ but, as universally (in - 
1 Cor. ix. 22, x. 17;,2 Cor. v. 14; Phil. ii. 21; comp. Eph-iv. 13; 2 Macc. 
xi, 11, xii. 40, et al., and in all the classical writers) all of them, as also only 
in this sense does the suitable emphasis fall on the repetition in the apodosis, 
—iva t. ©. éhehon| in order that He may have mercy upon all. This divine 
purpose Paul saw to be already in part attained,—namely, in the case of all 
already converted ; but its general fulfilment lay, to his view, in the devel- 
opment of the future on to the great terminus expressed in ver. 25 f. We 
may observe that our passage is at variance not merely with the decretum 
reprobationis (‘‘ hanc particulam universalem opponamus tentationi de par- 
ticularitate . . .; non fingamus in Deo contradictorias voluntates,” 
Melanchthon), but also with the view (Olshausen, Krummacher, and older 


1 oi mdvres has, as is well known, the sense of in all in the case of numbers, See 
Kriiger, § 60. 11. 13; Kiihner, IT. 1, p. 545. 
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expositors) that Paul means the collective body of the elect. See rather ver. 
25 f. The droxardoracve is not, however, to be based on our passage for 
this reason, that the universality of the divine purpose of redemption (comp. 
1 Tim. ii. 4), as well as the work of redemption having taken place for the 
justification of all (ver. 18), does not exclude its final non-realization in part 
through the fault of the individuals concerned,’ and cannot do away with 
either the applicability of the purpose-clause exhibited in principle and 
summarily in prophetic fashion (comp. remark on ver. 25), nor with the 
divine judgment on final concrete self-frustrations of the counsel of salva- 
tion. And this the less, because such misinterpretations of the universal- 
istic axiom are opposed by the apostle’s doctrine of election as a sure cor- 
rective. There has been incorrectly discovered in such general expressions 
a want of consistency on the part of Paul, namely, ‘‘ undeveloped outlines of 
a liberal conception” (Georgii in the Theol. Jahrb. 1845, I. p. 25). — 

Ver. 33. [See Note CXXVI. p. 464.] The great and holy truth containing 
the whole divine procedure in preparing bliss (ver. 32),—with which Paul 
now arrives at the close of his entire development of doctrine in the epistle, 
—compels first an enraptured expression of praise to God from his deeply- 
moved heart, before he can commence the exhortations, which he then 
(chap. xii.) purposes to subjoin. —d BaOoc] Oavudlovrdg Eéotiv 4 pio, ovK 
eidérog To wav, Chrysostom. — The depth is an expression of great fulness and 
superabundance, according to the very prevalent mode of expressing also in 
the classics greatness of riches by BdSoc rAobrov.? By this-sense we are here 
to abide, just because riotrov, is added, and without deriving the ex- 
pression from the conception of subterranean treasure-chambers (van 
Hengel) ;* and we are not to find in it the sense of unsearchableness 
(Philippi), which is not expressed even in 1 Cor. ii. 10, Judith viii. 14, and 
is not required by the following d¢ dve&. «.7.4., since this rather characterizes 
the Bd0o¢ cogiac kai yvacews from the point of view of human knowledge, to 
which it must necessarily be unfathomable, but in a peculiar relation. In 
its reference to cogiac Kk. yvaoewc, namely, Bdbo¢ is the depth of wisdom, 7.¢e. the 
fulness of wisdom, which is acquainted with the nature and the connection 
of its objects not superficially, but exhaustively and fundamentally, and is 
therefore incomprehensible by human judgment.* — rdotrov]| is either re- 
garded as opening the series of genitival definitions of Baoc : O depth (1) 
of riches, and (2) of wisdom, and (8) of knowledge of God (so Origen, Chrysos- 
tom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Grotius, Bengel, Semler, Flatt, Tholuck, 
K6llner, de Wette, Olshausen, Fritzsche, Philippi, Ewald, Hofmann, Man- 


1Comp. Gerlach, d. letzten Dinge, p. 154 
ff. ; Schmid, in the Jahrb. f. D. Th. 1870, 
p. 183. 

2 Soph. Aj. 130, and Lobeck, in Joc. ; but 
comp. with Ellendt, I. p. 286, Badvs mAodros 
(Ael. V. H. iii. 18), Badd wAovrety (Tyrt. iti. 
6), Babvmdouvtos, very rich (Aesch: Suppl. p. 
549, Crinag. 17), BaOvmdoveros (Poll. iii. 109). 
Comp. Dorville, ad Charit. p. 232; Blomfield, 
Gloss. ad Aesch. Pers. 471, 


3 This idea might have been precluded 
by the fact that the expression Ba@os raxav 
(Eur. Hel. 310) and the like are used. 

4 See on Babos and Babvs,as applying to 
mental depth (Plat. Theaet. p. 183 E; Poly- 
bius, xxvii. 10. 3, vi. 24. 9, xxi. 5. 5), Dissen, 
ad Pind. Nem. iv. 7, p. 396; Blomfield, ad 
Aesch. Sept. 578; Jacobs, ad Anthol. X1. p. 
252. Comp. Badvdpwv, Pind. Nem. vii. 1; 
Plut. Sol. 14; BaOvBovdos, Aesch. Pers. 188. 
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gold, and others) ; or the two other genitives are subordinated to riobrov 
(Augustine, Ambrosiaster, Luther, Calvin, Beza, Wolf, Koppe, Reiche, van - 
Hengel, and others), in which case, however, (40. rdobr. is not to be re- 
solved into deep riches, but is to be taken: O depth of riches in wisdom as 
well as in knowledge of God ; comp. Col. ii. 2; Rom. ii, 4. The decision 
between these two suppositions is given by what follows, of which 6 Bd0oc 
. - - Geov is the theme. As vv. 33, 34 describe the cogia and yvréaoic, and vv. 
35, 36 the rAovrog Oecd, the former view, which also primarily and most 
naturally presents itself, is to be preferred. TAotroc, however, is usually 
understood of the divine riches of grace (comp. ii. 4, x. 12 ; Eph. i. 7, ii. 7) ; 
see ver. 32. To this ver. 35 aptly corresponds ; and see x. 12. But since no 
genitival definition is appended, we must content ourselves simply with the 
sense of the word itself : how superabundantly rich is God ! Phil. iv. 19. 
Comp. Riickert, Fritzsche, Philippi, Hofmann. — Yogia and yvaore are cer- 
tainly to. be distinguished (comp. on Col. ii. 3), but popularly, so that the 
Jormer, the more general, is the wisdom of God (comp. xvi. 27 ; Eph. iii. 
10), ruling everything in the best way for the best end ; while the latter, 
the more special, is the knowledge pertaining to it of all relations, and thus 
especially of the means which He therein employs, of the methods which 
He has therein to take. To the latter—the yvéou—are to be referred ai ddoi 
avtov, 1.¢. His measures, modes of procedure, ai oixovouiac, Chrysostom (comp. 
Heb. iii. 10, Acts xiii. 10, according to the Heb. 31, and also to classical 
usage) ; to the former—the oogia—belong ra xpivata airoid, t.e. decisions, re- 
solves formed, according to which His action proceeds (comp. Zeph. iii. 8 ; 
Wisd. xii. 12), as He, ¢.g., has decided, according to ver. 32, that all should 
be disobedient, in order that all might find mercy. On account of the 
deep cogia of God His xpivara are unsearchable for men, etc. — avefepetvyroc, 
unsearchable, is found only in Heraclitus as quoted in Clement and Sym- 
machus, Prov. xxv. 3, Jer. xvii. 9, Suidas ; avet:yviaoroc, untraceable (Eph. 
lil. 8), ob und ixvoc éoriv ebpeiv (Suidas), corresponds to the metaphorical édo/. 
Comp. Job v. 9, ix. 10, xxxiv. 24; Manass. 6 ; Clement, ad Cor. i. 20. 
Ver. 34. Paul, by way of confirming his entire exclamation in ver. 33 
(not merely the second half), continuing by ydp, adopts the words of Isa. 
xl. 13 (almost quite exactly after the LXX.) as his own. Comp. 1 Cor. ii. 
16 ; Judith viii. 13, 14 ; Wisd. ix. 17 ; Ecclus. xviii. 2 ff.—The first half 
has been referred to yroouw, the second to the copia (Theodoret, Theophylact, 
Wetstein, Fritzsche), and rightly so. Paul goes back with his three ques- 
tions upon the yroc, to which the voc, the divine reason as the organ of 
absolute "knowledge and truth, corresponds ;* upon the ood/a, which has no 
cbuBovdog ; and (ver. 35) upon the rAoiroc, from which results the negation 
of rig mpoéduxev x.7.2. Philippi is opposed to this view, but can at the same 
time (similarly van Hengel and Hofmann) only bring out in a very far- 
fetched and indirect manner the result, that ver. 35 also sets forth the divine 
wisdom and knowledge (so far, namely, as the latter is not bound from 
Without). —ri¢ cbuB. abrov éyév.| Who has become his adviser, His counsel- 


1 Comp. Kluge in the Jahrb. f. D. Theol. 1871, p. 324 ff. 
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giving helper? ‘‘ Scriptura ubique subsistit in eo, quod Dominus voluit et 
dixit et fecit ; rationes rerum universalium singulariumve non pandit ; de 
lis, quae nostram superant infantiam, ad aeternitatem remittit fideles, 1 Cor. 
xiii. 9 ss.,” Bengel. For parallels in Greek writers, see Spiess, Logos Sper- 
mat. p. 240. 

Ver. 35. Description of the doc rdobrov by words which are moulded 
after Job xli. 3, according to the Hebrew, not according to the LXX. (xli. 
11), whose translation is quite erroneous.!— xa? dvrarod. avt@| and will it 
be recompensed again to Him? With whom does the case occur, that he has 
previously made a gift to God, and that a recompense will be made to him 
in return for it ? Change of construction by cal. . . ait®, here occasioned 

by the Heb. powix. But for the Greek usage, comp. Bernhardy, p. 304; 
Kiihner, IT. 2, p. 936. 

Ver. 36 does not apply to all the three foregoing questions (Hofmann), 
but simply the last of them is established by the connective ér: ( Sor truly) as 
regards its negative contents : ‘‘No one has beforehand given to God,” 
etc.—All things are from God (primal cause), in so far as all things have 
proceeded from God’s creative power ; through God (ground of mediate 
agency), in so far as nothing exists without God’s continuous operation ; jor 
God (final cause), in so far as all things serve the ends of God (not merely : 
the honour of God, as many think). Comp. 1 Cor. viii. 6 ; Col. i. 16; 
Heb. ii. 10. These passages speak quite against the opinion, that in the 
present passage the relation of Father, Son, and Spirit (Olshausen, Philippi, 
Thomasius, Jatho, Krummacher, following Ambrosiaster, Hilary, Toletus, 
Estius, Calovius, and others) is expressed—a view which is also quite remote 
from the connection.?- The context speaks simply of God (the Father), to 
whom no one can have given anything beforehand, etc., because He, as 
Bengel aptly expresses it, is Origo et Owrsus et Terminus rerum omnium. 
This may be recognized by the exegesis that has the deepest faith in Script- 
ure without any rationalistic idiosyncrasy, as the example of Bengel him- 
self shows. With reason neither Chrysostom, nor Oecumenius, nor Theo- 
phylact,* neither Erasmus, nor Melanchthon, nor Calvin, nor Beza have 
expressed any reference to the Trinity in their explanations ; but Augus- 
tine has this reference, against which also Tholuck, Hofmann, and Gess (2. 


1 In the LXX. Isa. xl. 14, Cod. A, as also 
8, has our words, but certainly through in- 
terpolation from the present passage. Ac- 
cording to Ewald, Paul probably found 
them in his copy of the LXX. just after Isa. 
xl. 138. 

With the same warrant, or, in other 
words, with the same arbitrariness, the 
Trinity might be found, with Origen, in ver. 
33; and in particular, rAovrov might be re- 
ferred to the Father, codias to the Son 
(Luke xi. 49), and yvicews to the Holy Spirit 
(1 Cor. ii. 10, 11); in consistency with 
which, moreover, the B46os, belonging to 
all three elements, might have been ex- 
plained of the mystery of the Trinitarian 


relation. This observation is not meant 
to sound like ‘* Gnostic mockery” (Philippi) ; 
such is far from my intention. That the 
doctrine of the Trinity (that of the New 
Testament, namely, which is Subordination) 
was vividly before the consciousness of the 
apostle, no unprejudiced person denies; 
but here he has neither stated not hinted at 
it, as the third element eis aitév shows suf- 
ficiently in and by itself, for all things can 
have their ¢e/ic reference to none other than 
to the Father or (Col. i. 16) to the Son. 

§Theodoret argues from the first two 
statements the equality of the Father and 
the Son; he says nothing concerning the 
Spirit. 
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d. Pers. Chr. p. 158) have been sufficiently unbiassed to declare themselves. 
— dv abrot| God is mediate cause of all things by His upholding and ruling. 
Comp. Heb. ii. 20. To refer, with others, this statement to creation (Theo- 
phylact : 6 roti rdvtwv ; comp. Oecumenius, Riickert, Fritzsche), would 
fail to bring out at least any popular distinction from é¢ airoi, and—which 
is decisive against such reference—that would be affirmed of the Father 
which pertains to the Son (Col. i. 16; 1 Cor. viii. 6 ; John i. 2). Theo- 
doret rightly remarks: aiti¢ ra yeyovéra diatedei KkvBepvov.—eic avtév] All 
things serve Him (comp. Heb. ii. 10) as their ultimate end. This is explained 
by Oecumenius, Theophylact, and Fritzsche of the upholding (ovvéyovra: ire. 

oTpappéva poe avtév). On the whole, comp. what Marcus Antoninus, iv. 25 

says Of gboig 3 éx cov marta, év ool ravta, ei¢ of rdvta, and Gataker in loc. — 7 


déga] sc. ein; as at xvi. 27: the beitting glory. Gal. i. 5° Eph, iii. 21. 


Norres spy AMERICAN Eprror. 


CXIV. Ver. 1. Aéyw obv, up Grdoaro K.7.A. 


Having presented in ch. ix. the fact that the promise and covenant of God were 
consistent with a lapse and rejection of the Jews and, also, with making all de- 
pendent on faith, and in ch. ix. 30-x. 21 the cause of the lapse and its inex- 
cusableness, the Apostle now raises the question whether the rejection thus 
occasioned involved in itself an entire casting off of the chosen people. Did 
the nation stumble to the end that it should utterly fall? This thought he re- ~ 
pudiates as abhorrent to his holy feeling, and especially to his Jewish national 
sentiment. How can God reject forever His people whom He foreknew? Can 
the tpoéyvw fail to be realized in the doédferv, in any and every part of God’s 
spiritual plan, from the beginning with Abraham to the final consummation ? 
(Compare viii. 29.) This cannot be. The losses and failures must be partial and 
temporary, but the end will show the depth of the riches both of wisdom and 
knowledge. 

Tov Aadv avrod refers to the nation, not to individuals, and thus accords with 
the preceding chapters, as well as with all that follows, as-showing that the na- 
tional reference is the primary, if not the exclusive one throughout the entire 
section. “Ov rpoéyve is not a limitation of 4a6v, which would, as Meyer says, 
make the Apostle disarrange completely the point in question. The careful 
observation of the progress of thought makes it evident that what the Apostle 
means to declare is, that though, as in the time of Elijah, there has been a 
great falling away and the remnant only holds fast, yet God does not forget 
His promise. His gifts and calling are without repentance. The nation is 
beloved for the fathers’ sake. 


CXV. Ver. 2. 7 ovk oidare x.7.A. 


The particle 7 here, asin.other similar instances (cf. vi. 3, vii. 1), introduces 
a confirmatory proof of what precedes by presenting the only alternative in the 
case ; and ov« oidare indicates that this cannot be thought of as true. The facts 
of the Israelitish history in the time of Elijah were too familiar to the readers 
to whom the writer especially refers for him to suppose, for a moment, that 
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they were notin their minds. But, if they were thus in mind, they must make 
the great fact evident that God keeps His hold upon the nation as His own, 
however many of its individual members may turn away from His service and 
Himself. The selected few receive the blessing, and pass it on to a better age. 
It is not, however, the salvation of the individuals making up this chosen few 
which constitutes the chief thought of the passage ; but, as Godet has well ex- 
pressed it, ‘‘the indestructible existence of a believing remnant at all periods 
of their history, even in the most disastrous crises of unbelief.’’ This secur- 
ing such a remnant involves the fact of an election of grace. As Weiss ed. 
Mey. remarks, we have in kar’ éxAoynv yapitoc yéyovev an added thought, not 
essential to the proof of ver. 2. It recalls what was said in ix. 11, and sug- 
gests with regard to the Aeiuua what was true in the case of Jacob and Esau. 
The selection has been manifest through all the history. It has made the 
progress of the Divine plan of redemption an unbroken one in its course. But 
it has never in a single instance been due to works in any degree more than it 
was in the beginning. It is God’s favour that has made it, and so, as He has 
never forgotten His people, He never will utterly reject them. 


CXVI. Ver. 11. Aéyw obv, uw} Exraicav iva réowowr; 


The subject of érra:cav may be the Aorroi (ver. 8), or it may be the nation which, 
as a whole, stumbled in their being hardened. The general subject through- 
out the chapter and the airéy in the phrase TA7pwua aitév point toward the 
latter view. The same view is favored by vv. 25-28. On the other hand, the 
fact that oi Aovroé is the nearest subject to which the word can refer in the con- 
text, and that the verb itself is plural, while érérvyev is singular in ver. 7, 
where the nation is mentioned by its collective name, suggest the other ex- 
planation. Though the particular idea of the sentence will be modified, in 
some degree, according as this point is determined, the main, thought of the 
passage will be substantially the same—namely, that this stumbling was not 
to the end of a final and remediless fall of the Jews, but to the end of securing 
- salvation for the Gentiles, and of bringing, through what should be accomplished 
for them, a reacting influence upon the chosen nation itself, which should 
lead it also to salvation. Probably the nation is to be regarded as the subject 
of the verb. 

The view of some writers, following Augustine, that the meaning is, Did 
they stumble merely that they should fall? Was there not some further design ? 
must be rejected, with Meyer, because there is no ‘“‘merely” in the text, and 
also because it loses sight of the emphatic contrast between réowouy, as denoting 
absolute final fall, and érraicav, referring to a temporary lapse. 


CXVII. Ver. 12. 16 #rrnua abtév — 7d TAHpwpa avTov. 


That avrév in these phrases refers to the Jews as a nation, and not to the 
individuals among them, or the portion of the people who were hardened, seems 
to be proved by the words connected with it. The #rrnua, as contrasted with the 
mtAnpwopua, is the loss or diminishing which is occasioned by, and involved in, 
the érraccav, and the rapdzrwua. [This is the fundamental idea, even if we 
give to #rrnua, with Meyer, the sense of clades—as, not improbably, we should. } 
The nation suffered a disaster or loss in this unbelief and rejection of the 
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dotroi, and its numbers are made full (wA7jpwua) when all believe (ver. 26). The 
same thing is indicated by ver. 15, and also by vv. 16 ff. This reference of avrav 
(cf. also wapatnAdoar avtovc, ver. 11, tiv odpKa pov, ver. 14, Tépworg axd pépovc 
T@ ‘lopana yéyovev, ver. 25) favors strongly the view that the subject of érzaoay, 
also, is the nation, and that the Apostle conceives of the nation as stumbling 
in the action of the unbelieving part of it. A7pwya here, and probably in all 
cases in the N. T., means that by which something is made full. 

The plan of God is stated in ver. 11 in relation to the first stages of its de- 
velopment and influence ; in ver. 26 in respect to its consummation ; in vv. 
31, 32 in its grand sweep and its purpose of mercy for all. It is declared to be 
the Divine plan in vv. 11, 12, and the declaration is confirmed in vv. 13 ff. by 
setting forth the fact that, as the divinely commissioned apostle to the Gen- 
tiles, Paul was himself laboring in the line of this plan and for the accomplish- 
ment of it. 


CXVIII. Ver. 13. syiv d2 Aéyw toig £Oveorr, 


That dé is the correct reading here (rather than T. R. yap) is rendered prob- 
able, not only by the external evidence (see Meyer’s textual note at the begin- 
ning of the chapter), but also by the progress of the thought of the passage. 
ydp was, not improbably, introduced because the sentence was supposed to state 
a reason for the prominence given to the Gentiles in the preceding verse. But 
the writer is making a transition (see Note CXVII.) from the statement of the 
Divine plan, to the statement of his own course of working in the line of that 
plan, and dé is thus the particle which is appropriate to the clause. The verse 
being introduced in this way, its general bearing on the previous verses will be 
the same, whether we read jév ody after éq’ b00v, or wév only. If, however, we 
read pév, Aéyw is probably to be translated say: And I say to you who are Gen- 
tiles, that inasmuch, etc., while if the reading yév ody is adopted, Aéyw may mean 
speak: But I speak to you who are Gentiles. Inasmuch, then, etc., I glorify, ete. 
The emphasis is evidently on syiv, and, in case we read with ody, the attention 
of the readers is called to the fact that what is said (though referring to the 
Jews) is addressed to them as Gentiles ; and they are then, in an independent 
sentence, reminded that in all his labors for the Gentile nations he has the good 
of his own also in view. I glorify my office as an apostle of the Gentiles, he 
says, by so directing my efforts that, if by any means possible, I may provoke 
the Jews to emulation. 


CXIX. Ver. 15. (a7 éx vexpdv, 


In the attempt to determine what the Apostle has in mind in the use of these 
words, the following points may be noticed: (1) The form of expression in the 
verse indicates that Ca?) éx vexpov is something beyond xaraAdayy. (2) The same 
thing is indicated by ver. 12. (3) The chapter evidently carries forward the 
development of the plan of salvation until all nations, Gentiles and Jews 
alike, are saved. (4) The last thing in the progressof the plan is the bring- 
ing in of all the Jews. (5) The representation of the N. T. seems to be that, 
when the plan is accomplished, the end will come. (6) The view of the Apostle 
in the eighth chapter, vv. 11, 23, and in 1 Cor. xv. 23 ff., is that, at the end, 
the resurrection takes place, and that this is introductory to the consummation 
of blessedness for those who are saved. These indications of Paul’s thought 
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in these verses of the present chapter, and in the other passages alluded to, 
point very strongly, as it must be admitted, towards the view advocated by 
Meyer (that (w) refers to the (w) aidviog in the aidy véAdAwv, beginning, in its 
most blessed development; with the resurrection of the dead) as the right one. 
At the same time, the fact that ver. 12 does not necessarily, in the roAAO udAdov 
clause, suggest anything more than a larger measure of what is referred to in 
the mAodroc of the previous clause, and that the writer is evidently highly rhe- 
torical in the whole passage, makes it doubtful whether the considerations above 
mentioned can be insisted upon with as much confidence as they might be 
under other circumstances, 


CXX. Ver. 16. ei d2 7 anapyy dyia, x.7.A, 


This verse is regarded by some writers as belonging with those which pre- 
cede it. Tisch. makes it close the paragraph which begins with ver. 11. 
Westcott and Hort make a half-paragraph begin with ver. 17. Meyer regards 
the dé as continuative, and gives the verse a special relation to npboAniic Which 
precedes. The thought of the paragraph opening with ver. 11 seems, however, 
to be brought to its natural conclusion in ver. 15, while that of this verse has a 
closer connection with what follows, ef. vv. 24, 28, 29. In preparation for what 
he is to say to the Gentiles (that they should not boast, etc.), and for his dec- 
laration that all Israel shall be saved, as well as for the purpose of arresting 
attention, he places the words of this verse, with emphasis, at the beginning of 
the new paragraph. The paragraphs of the chapter are as follows: Vv. 1-10, 
God has not cast off His people—a remnant is reserved and is kept in the en- 
joyment of the blessing, when the main part of the nation proves unfaithful. 
—Vvy. 11-15, The stumbling of the nation through this unfaithfulness is not, 
in the Divine plan, to the end of a complete and final fall, but in order that 
salvation may go out to the Gentiles, and may react in its power from them 
upon the Jews. — Vv. 16-24. The Gentiles should not glory over the Jews be- 
cause of this temporary stumbling, whereby the Jews have become secondary 
in a sense to them (rejected, even, for their benefit), for, as the branches are 
holy when the root is holy, God can restore the Jews.—Vv. 25-32. This resto- 
ration will take place when the appointed time shall come; and thus the en- 
tire plan will be manifest, as arranged with a merciful end in view for all, 
Jews and Gentiles alike. — Vv. 33-36. An exclamation of praise and wonder 
in the thought of this marvellous plan. 


CXXI. Ver. 17. évexevrpioOyc év avroic. 


Meyer admits that év may, grammatically, be understood as equivalent to in 
loco (eorum). Weiss ed. Mey., on the other hand, claims that this is very doubt- 
ful. That it is impossible to give the preposition this sense can scarcely be 
affirmed, but it must be admitted that it is much more in accordance with 
general usage in such cases to assign to it the meaning among. The -context, 
when rightly interpreted, favors the same view. Accordingly, abroic does not 
refer to tivec, i.e. the broken-off branches in whose place the Gentiles were 
grafted, but to the «Addo. in general. The conception of the writer is of the 
Jewish nation as a tree, from whose life some branches have been cut off, but 
which remains a living tree because the root (and therefore all the branches, 
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whether few or many, which have a vital connection with the root) has true 
life. Into this living tree, and among its remaining natural and living branch- 
es, the wild branch is grafted, and thus draws life from the root. That the 
wild branch is inserted in the place of the cut-off branches is an incidental 
thought, rather than the main one of the passage. The main thought (comp. 
also the previous verses) is that, in connection with the cutting off, the inser- 
tion of the branches from the wild olive is accomplished ; that the union of 
the wild olive with the life of the good tree is made, thus, both possible and 
actual. The Gentiles, however, should not glory over the Jews (the natural 
branches of the tree), because for their ingrafting the tree had lost some part 
of its outgrowth, since all the source of their life, which comes through the 
ingrafting, is derived from the tree’s root. The life-force and the blessing are 
received by the Gentile through the Jew, and not by the Jew through the Gen- 
tile. The spiritual plan moves from the Abrahamic covenant downward, and 
from the Israelitish nation outward. 


CXXII. Ver. 19. é&exAdoOynoav xAddor iva x.7.A. 


The external evidence here is decisive in favour of «Addo: as the true reading, 
rather than oi xAddo. The indication of this fact is that the writer does not 
refer in this word to Tov xAddwv of ver. 18, but that, on the contrary, in that 
verse he is speaking of the branches in general, while here those that were 
broken off are specially alluded to. Two reasons are presented in the two 
verses, and in those which immediately follow, for the bidding which is given 
to the Gentiles, not to boast against the Jews :—first, because the Gentiles owed 
everything to their incorporation into the spiritual body of which the Jewish 
fathers were the beginning (ver. 18; see also note CXXI.); and secondly, 
because for both parties alike the continuance in the spiritual body and the 
final reception of the blessing were dependent wholly on faith (ver. 19 ff.). 
The second reason is, however, set forth in a more indirect manner than the 
first. The Apostle supposes that, on the presentation of the first reason, the 
Gentile replies, ‘‘Even if I am thus dependent on the Jewish root, certain 
branches («Addor) were broken off that I might be grafted in, and I may glory on 
this account.” To this the answer is immediately given, They were, indeed, thus 
broken off, but it was only because of their unbelief, and all alike must stand 
upon faith. If the Gentile fails in this, he will be cut off asthe Jew was. If 
the Jew returns to this, he will be again received as the Gentile has been re- 
ceived. It will be even a thing of less difficulty to restore the natural branches 
to their own tree, than it has been to ingraft into the tree the branches which 
were wholly foreign to it, and which belonged to an olive wild by nature. 

The paragraph commencing with ver. 16 and continuing as far as ver. 24,-ac- 
cordingly, by its peculiar figure of the olive tree, into which the wild branch is 
grafted ; by the special words employed in the unfolding of the figure, (e.g. the 
root, the fatness passing from the root to the branches, the cutting off and 
grafting into the tree which keeps throughout its entire vital force, the restora- 
tion of the severed branches) ; and, particularly, by the use of of «Addo., vv. 16, 
18, as contrasted with «Addo, ver. 19, tivee Tov KAddwv, ver..17, confirms the 
view, which the other parts of the chapter, each of them in and for itself, es- 
tablish, that the writer is speaking of the Israelitish nation and its place in the 
spiritual plan. 
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OXXIII. Ver. 24. ré0w waAAov — évaevtpiobjoorrat, 


Meyer objects to the explanation of téo wadAdoy which makes it designate 
greater easiness of a restoration of the natural branches than of an ingrafting of 
the wild shoots, (1) on the ground that experience testifies to the extreme diffi- 
culty of converting unbelieving Jews, and (2) because the power of God is 
correlative not of that which is easy, but of that which is difficult. But, as 
Weiss ed. Mey. urges in reply, the Apostle’s words do not refer to the conver- 
sion of unbelieving Jews, but the reingrafting of those who have become 
believing, and the argument is presented from the standpoint of human judg- 
ment—if the one thing is less difficult than the other, we may readily believe 
thatit will be done. Paul is merely setting before the man who boasts against 
the Jew, on the ground that the latter has been cast off, a consideration which 
might appeal forcibly to his mind,—the greater easiness, etc. Meyer’s view of 
the verse involves giving to ydp the explicative sense namely, which is improb- 
able (according to N. T. usage) where the ordinary meaning for will satisfy the 
conditions of the sentence ; and, in addition to this, it makes ver. 24 a mere 
unfolding of the certainty of évkevtproOnoovrar of the 23d verse, which certainty 
is again declared as the revelation of a zvor7jpiov in ver. 25. By this threefold 
repetition of the idea of certainty, with little or no advance in the thought re- 
specting it, the force and emphasis of the final presentation of it in ver. 25 is 
diminished. The ordinary view (which is also favoured by Weiss) is therefore 
to be adopted with reference both to réow uaddor, and to the relation of ver. 
24 as a reason justifying divarog k.T.A. 


OXXIV. Ver. 25, 26. mdpwore ard pépovg—ow8joerar. 


The Apostle here states—as a proof (ydp) of éyxevtpioOjoovrat of ver. 23—the 
yvorpiov which had been given to him to make known. This pvorjpiov in- 
volves the entire plan of God with reference to Jews and Gentiles, which 
has been spoken of throughout the chapter, with its final and glorious consum- 
mation, Hardening has partially befallen Israel until the fulness of the Gen- 
tiles shall have entered in, and then all Israel isto be saved. The fulness of the 
Gentiles and all Israel are expressions which show, at the end of the entire doc- 
trinal discussion, what has been manifested at its beginning and in its progress 
—that the universalism of the Apostle is that which includes all nations ; that 
mavrec means Gentiles as well as Jews, as contrasted with one of the two parties 
only. 

rAnpwoua—meaning that by which the 2vy are made full—must, it would 
seem, have reference to the idea of number, and this numerical idea is not lim- 
ited by any word except £0vav. Ildc, in like manner, is limited only by ’Iapaya. 
In the phrases themselves, accordingly, we have universality with respect both 
to the Jews and tothe Gentiles. Does the Apostle declare, then, in these 
verses, that every individual Gentile and Jew will, at the time indicated, be in- 
cluded in the church of God? This view, which Meyer holds, is certainly 
favored by the phraseology which is employed in the statement of the 
uvotipiov. A degree of doubt, however, is occasioned by the fact that, in the 
previous part of the chapter, the writer has reference to nations as a whole, 
and not to individuals. Still, it must be borne in mind that the expressions 
have a universal character which goes beyond any other words of the chapter, 
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and hence the burden of proof falls upon one who would deny to them absolute 
universality of meaning. The reference is to the last times, evidently, and no 
affirmation is made as to the salvation of all men of all ages. This subject 
does not even come before the writer’s mind in this passage. He is speaking 
of a different matter, which had a vital and important bearing on his argu- 
ment for his doctrine of justification, and which concentrated all his present 
interest on itself. The doctrine of universal salvation, as now understood, 
like the doctrine of the election or reprobation of individuals, is not directly 
alluded to in this section of the Epistle (chaps. ix.-xi.), If discovered at all, 
they are discovered by inference from what is said on another universalism 
and another election and rejection. It need scarcely be said, that there is 
nothing in these chapters which disproves the doctrine of individual election, 
or which proves the actual restoration or salvation of all. But the teaching of 
Paul with reference to both of these subjects is to be sought for in other parts 
of his writings where he expresses himself more directly respecting them, and 
in his whole theological system as discovered by an examination of all his 
epistles, 


CXXV. Ver. 28. xara pdv 7d ebayyédiov k.T.A, 


The subject of eiciv, to be supplied in this verse, is regarded by Meyer and 
many others as the unbelieving Israelites, the lapsed portion of the people. 
More probably, as in ver. 11, it is the entire people who stumble and have a 
hardening amd pépovc in the lapse of the great majority. The nation, in its re- 
lation to the gospel, is in the éy4pd¢ condition, so far as the rejection referred 
to in the previous verses and paragraphs is concerned ; but, in relation to the 
election of the nation made by God and recognized in His covenant, it is be- 
loved. If éxdoyf is to be explained, with Meyer and Ewald, as meaning the 
elect remnant (cf, ver. 7)—which view Weiss ed. Mey. rejects—the expla- 
nation of the entire verse will be, that the nation is éyOpéc so far as related to 
the Aoroi (ver. 8), but dyarnrée as related to the Aeiupma (ver. 5.). éxOpot is, 
doubtless, to be explained as having a passive sense, and is connected, in its 
idea, with the various words suggesting the thought of casting off, etc. Ver. 
29 adds a confirmation of the last clause of ver. 28, which is founded upon the 
unchangeable purpose of God. He will not be unfaithful to His covenant and 
promises. The seeming rejection of His chosen people will be only for a time, 
and for a merciful end, vv. 30-32, 


CXXVI. Ver. 33-36. 


This exclamation of praise to God evidently has reference to and arises out 
of the thoughts of this chapter primarily. As this chapter, however, is only 
the closing part of the section ix.-xi., it reviews, as it were, all that has been 
said from ix. 1. onward. It must be explained, accordingly, as praise to God 
for His wonderful plan of mercy for all, even in the shutting up of all under 
sin (vv. 30-32). In this darkest part of His administration of the world His 
love and goodness manifest themselves. The words of the passage are chosen 
as referring to the plan. o¢géa is, thus, the wisdom which forms the plan, 
kpiwara are the judgments or decisions which the wisdom makes in its forma- 
tion, avegepavvyra describes the kpivata, and consequently the wisdom, as un- 
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searchable to human powers. yvdorc, on the other hand, is the knowledge 
which knows the ways (ddo/) of carrying out the plan decided upon, which, in 
their turn, are beyond the ability of man to trace from the beginning to the 
end. Ver. 34 is probably a passage quoted from the O. T. as expressing the 
two thoughts corresponding with oogia and yvooc, and confirming avetepaivyra 
and aveévyviacro (34a answering to cog. and avetep,, and 34b to yv. and dvegiyy.). 
IlAovrov is, thus, to be taken as connected with both ocogiag and yvicewc : O 
the depth of the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge. Ver. 35, contain- 
ing the third part of the O. T. quotation, carries back the thought, at the end, 
to the zAotrov. Who has been able to give to Him, the possessor of this wealth 
of wisdom and knowledge, so as to claim in return a recompense for his gift? 
This seems to be the simplest and most natural explanation of the verses and 
words. It must’ be admitted, however, that Meyer’s view (held also by many 
others), which makes rAodrov an independent word parallel with cog. and yv., 
may be correct. . 
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CHAPTER XII. 


Ver. 2. Instead of the imperatives, which Tisch. also defends, Lachm. has, 
what Griesb. already approved ; ovoyynyarifecba: and petayopgovocba:, according 
to A B** D F G, min. Theoph. The preponderating evidence of the codd. is 
in favour of the infinitives, while that of the vss. (Vulg. It. Syr. etc )and Fathers 
is in favour of the imperatives. But, since the frequent practical use of the pre- 
cept in the direct paraenelic form of expression at any rate suggested—espe- 
cially considering the closely similar pronunciation of the infinitives and imper- 
atives—the writing of the latter rather than the former, the infinitive reading 
is to be preferred, which Nalso supports by reading wetauopdoicba, although it 
has ovoynuarivecfe. — tudv] is wanting in A B D* FG, 47, 67*, Copt. Clem. Cypr. 
Omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. The preponderance of evidence, as well as the 
circumstance that suav very readily suggested itself to mechanical copyists for 
repetition from ver. 1, justifies the omission. — Ver. 5. Lachm. and Tisch. 8 : ré, 
according to AB D* FGP &, 47*, Antioch. Damasc. Rightly ; 76 dé xa@’ eic, not 
being understood, was exchanged with 6 d? caf eic, as the antithesis of of roAAvi, 
— Ver. 11. t@ xaipd] So Griesb., after Erasm. 2, Steph. 3, Mill, and others. But 
Erasm. 1, Beza, Elz., Matth., Lachm., Scholz, Tisch., and Rinck have r@ xvpig. 
The former is found in D* FG, 5, and Latin Fathers; the latter in A B D** 
ELP 8, and most min. vss. and Greek Fathers. See the accurate examination 
of the evidence in Reiche, Comm. crit. p. 70 ff., who decides for «vpig, and in 
Tisch. 8. Kvpiw is certainly the oldest and most diffused reading. Neverthe- 
less, if it were original, we cannot well see why xa:p@ should have been substi- 
tuted for it ; for dovA. Td xupiw is a very usual Pauline thought (Acts xx. 19 ; 
Eph. vi. 7; Rom. xiv. 18, xvi. 18 ; Col. iii, 24, e¢ a/.), and would suit our passage 
very well. It would be far easier to take exception to carp» than to xupiy (as 
in xiii. 11, instead of xa:pév, the reading xvpiov is already found in Clement), 
especially as the principle itself, 7 xarpd dovAedery, might readily seem some- 
what offensive to a prejudiced moral feeling. Hardly can xvp/w, considering its 
great diffusion, be a mere copyist’s error (in opposition to Fritzsche). — Ver. 
13. ypeiarc] D* F G, Clar. Boern. codd. Lat., in Rufinus and some Latin 
Fathers : pveiacc (defended by Mill). Its origin is due to the reverence for 
martyrs: ‘“‘lectio liturgica pro tempore ficta,” Matth.—Ver. 17. évemor] 
A** has évdriov tod Ovod, cat évériov. F G, Arm. Goth. Vulg. and several 
Fathers : ob udvov évdriov tr. Oc0v, AAG Kad Evériov. Ascetic amplification, after 
Prov. iii. 4; 2 Cor. viii. 21.— Instead of wévrwv Lachm. has rév, according 
to A** D* F G, min. It. Harl. Guelph. Tol. Tert. Lucif. Probably, however, 
this was connected with that amplification. — Ver. 20. édv ody] A B P 8, min. 
Copt. Arm. Vulg. Clar. Bas. Dam.: aa édv (so Lachm. and Tisch. 8), D* 
F G, min. Goth. : éé», which is to be preferred, with Griesb. ; the other 
readings aim at furnishing a connection. 
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THE SECOND, OR PRACTICAL PART OF THE EPISTLE.’ 


Ver. 1 f. General exhortation to sanctification. [See Note CXXVII. p. 482. ] 
—oiv] drawing an inference, not from the whole dogmatic part of the 
epistle, beginning with i. 16 (Calvin, Bengel, and many others, including 
Reiche, Kéllner, de Wette, Philippi, Hofmann),—as also in Eph. iv. 1 and 
1 Thess. iv. 1, the ojy which introduces the practical portion is not to be 
taken so vaguely,—but from xi. 35, 36, where the riches of God were de- 
scribed as, and shown to be, imparted apart from merit. This connection 
is, on account of did rév oiktipy. t. Ocov, More readily suggested and simpler 
than that with ver. 32 (Rickert, Fritzsche, and several others). — 61d rép oixr. 
tT. Ocov] by means of the compassion of God, reminding you of it. Just so 64 
in xv. 30, 1 Cor. i. 10, 2 Cor. x. 1. The exhortation, pointing to the com- 
passion of God, contains the motive of thankfulness for compliance with it. 
‘* Qui misericordia Dei recte movetur, in omnem Dei voluntatem ingreditur,” 
Bengel. —On oixtipyoit, see Tittmann, Synon. p. 68 ff. On the singular, 
comp. Pind. Pyth. i. 85 ; Eccles. v. 6; Bar. ii. 27; 1 Macc. ii. 44. The 
plural conforms, indeed, to 0°91, but is conceived according to the Greek 
plural usage of abstract nouns (see Kihner, II. 1, p. 15 f. ; Maetzner, ad 
Iycurg. p. 144 f.) : the compassions, i.e. the stirrings and manifestations of 
compassion. — rapaorioat| selected as the set expression for the presenting of 
sacrificial animals at the altar ; Xen. Anab, vi. 1. 22 ; Lucian, de sacrif. 13 ; 
and see Wetstein and Loesner, p. 262. Paul is glancing at the thank-offer- 
ing (dia Tt. oixtipp. tT. O.), and raises the notion of sacrifice to the highest 
moral idea of self-surrender to God ; comp. Umbreit, p. 343 ff. — ra oéuarta 
juav}] not, on account of the figure of sacrifice, instead of iuac airot¢ (so 
usually ; still also Philippi), as if cava might denote the entire person, con- 
sisting of body and soul (but comp. onvi. 12). Onthe contrary, the apostle 
means quite strictly : your bodies, reserving the sanctification of the vov¢ for 
ver. 2, so that the two verses together contain the sanctification of the whole 
man distributed into its parts,—that of the outer man (set forth as the offer- 
ing of a sacrifice), and that of the inner (as a renewing transformation). 
Fritzsche also takes the correct view ;? comp. Hofmann. Other peculiar 
references of 7. céu. iu. (Kéllner : ‘‘ the sensuous nature of man, which 
draws him to sin ;” Olshausen : ‘‘in order to extend the idea of Christian 
sanctification down even to the lowest potency of human nature”) are not 


could not be sacrificed to God without the 
soul, is just in itself, but does not exclude 


1 See Pet. Abr. Borger, Dissertatio de parte 
epistolae ad Rom. paraenetica, Lugd. Bat. 


1840.—The subdivision of what follows into 
nOuka (chap. xii.), woActuxd (chap. xiii.), and 
ieparixa (chap. xiv. f.) is, considering the 
miscellaneous character of the contents, 
an untenable formal scheme (in opposition 
to Melanchthon, Beza, and others). Paul 
proceeds from the general to the partic- 
ular, and vice versa. ‘ 

2 The ordinary objection brought against 
this view in its literal fidelity, that the body 


the supposition that Paul might formally 
separate the bodily self-sacrifice and the 
spiritual renewal. He passes from the or- 
ganism of the bodily life, in which the inner 
is made manifest, over to the latter ; comp. 
1 Cor. vii. 34. In passages also of the Greek 
writers, in which cépua is apparently used 
for the personal pronoun (as Eur. Alc. 647; 
see Brunck in loc.), cpa is simply body 
Comp. also Soph. OQ. C@. 355, e¢ al. 
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indicated by the text. The following r. Aoyu. Aatp. is not opposed to our 
view ; for, in truth, bodily self-sacrifice is also an ethical act, 1 Cor. vi. 20. 
Comp. on the subject-matter, vi. 13, 19. —6voiav (doar) as a sacrifice which 
lives. For the moral self-offering of the body is the antitypical rA4pwore of 
the ritual sacrificial-service, in which the sacrifice dies ; whereas that ethical 
sacrifice is no. doubt also connected with dying, as to sin namely, in the 
sense of vi. 2, vii. 4 ff., Col. ii. 20, iii. 5, Gal. ii. 19, but it is precisely out 
of this death that the being alive here meant proceeds, which has van- 
quished death (Gal. ii. 20, e¢ al.). Such a sacrifice is also, in the eminent 
sense of antitypical fulfilment, dyia (as pure and belonging to God in an 
ethical relation) and evdpectoc ty Oe (Comp. Eph. v. 2). That r. Oe@ is not, 
with Estius, Bengel, and Koppe, to be connected with rapacr., is shown by 
its very position, as well as by the superfluous character of a 7. Oe¢ with 
mapaot.— Passages from Porphyry, Hierocles, Philo, Josephus, and the 
Rabbins, in which likewise moral devotion to God is set forth as self-sacri- 
fice, see in Wetstein and Koppe. On the asyndeton, as strengthening the 
force of the predicative notion, in dy., evap. r. 0., comp. Niigelsbach, z. Ilias, 
p. 50, ed. 8. — Hv Aoy. Aatp. bu.) accusative of epexegesis,—an appositional 
definition, and that, indeed, not to the mere @voiav (to the notion of which 
the wider notion of Aatpeiav does not correspond), but to the whole rapaor9- 
ca k.T.A., containing, respecting this whole act of presenting offering, the 
judgment, what it ought to be; see Winer, p. 496 [E. T. 533] ; Kiihner, II. 
1, p. 243 f. Luther aptly remarks : ‘‘ the which is your reasonable service.’” 
Aatpeial service of worship, as in John xvi. 2. See on that passage. Comp. 
ix. 4. Aoyxdc, rational (1 Pet. ii. 2; Plato, Locr. p. 99 E, 102 E ; Polyb. 
xxv. 9. 2), is not in contrast to Céa ddoya (Theodoret, Grotius, Koppe, and 
many others), which at most would only be to be assumed if Aatpeia were 
equivalent to @voia, but generally to the ceremonial character of the Jewish 
and heathen worship,—designating the Aarpeia here meant as a spiritual ser- 
vice, fulfilling itself in moral rational activity,—of which nature the opus 
operatum of the Jewish and heathen cultus was not. The Test. XII. Patr. 
p. 547 calls the sacrifice of the angels Aoy:xyy Kk. dvaivaxrov tpoogopav. On the 
idea, comp. John iv. 24; Rom. i. 9; Phil. iii. 3; 1 Pet. ii. 5 ; Athenag. 
Leg. 18. Melanchthon : ‘‘ Cultus mentis, in quo mens fide aut coram in- 
tuetur Deum, et vere sentit timorem et laetitiam in Deo.” The opposite is 
the character of mechanical action, the dioyoc rpiy Kat éurerpia (Plat. Gorg. 
p. 501 A). 

Ver. 2. Infinitives (see the critical notes) : cveynuarifecBa, to become like- 
shaped, and erapopdovaba., to become transformed. The two verbs stand in 
contrast only through the prepositions, without any difference of sense in the 
stem-words. [See Note CXXVIII. p. 483.] Comp. the interchange of 
yopoh and oxfua in Phil. ii. 7, also the Greek usage of oynuarifecv and popgoir, 
which denote any kind of conformation according to the context (Plut. Mor. 
p. 719 B: 7d peuopdwpévor cai éoxnuatiouévov, Eur. Iph, T. 292 : pwopdie oxh- 


1Comp. Lobeck, Paralip. p. 519; Nagelsbach, z. JZ. iii. 51; Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 184 
CH. T. 153). 
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para). Here of meral conformation, without requiring us to distinguish 
fopoh and oyjua as inner and outer (Bengel, Philippi), or as appearance to 
others and one’s own state in itself (Hofmann).* On the interchange of the 
infinitive of the aorist (rapaor#oa) and present, comp. on vi. 12. — 76 aid 
tobt@| to the present age, running on the Parousia, 14 pyiy (see on Matt. 
xii, 32), the character (ethical mould) of which is that of immorality (Eph. 
li. 25 Gal. i. 4 ; 2 Cor. iv. 4, etal.). ovoynuarilecba is also found in rheto- 
ticians with the dativé (as also 1 Pet. i. 14), instead of with mpéc¢ or cic. — 
tH avaxacy. t. vodc] whereby the werayop9. is to be effected : through the renewal 
of the thinking power (vov¢ here, according to its practical side, the reason in 
its moral quality and activity ; see on vii. 23; Eph. iv. 23). It needs this 
xenewal in order to become the sphere of operation for the divine truth of 
salvation, when it, under the ascendency of dyapria in the odpé, has become 
darkened, weak, unfree, and transformed into the addkiyog vovc (i. 28), the 
vovg THe oapKéc (Col. ii. 18). Comp. on vii. 23. And this renewal, which 
the regenerate man also needs on account of the conflict of flesh and spirit 
which exists in him (viii. 4 ff. ; Gal. v. 16 ff.) through daily penitence (Col. 
iii. 10 ; 2 Cor. vii. 10 ; 1-Thess. v. 22, 23), is effected by means of the life- 
element of faith (Phil. iii. 9 ff.), transforming the inner man (Eph. iii. 16, 
17 ; 2 Cor. v. 17), under the influence of the Holy Spirit, Eph. iv. 28, 24 ; 
Tit. iii. 5. This influence restores the harmony in which the voi¢ ought to 
stand with the divine zveiya ; not, however, annulling the moral freedom 
of the believer, but, on the contrary, presupposing it ; hence the erhorta- 
tion: to be transformed (passive). As to the avé in avaxay., see on Col. iii. 
10. —ei¢ rd doxiu.] belongs not merely to dvakaivwore tr. vod¢ iu. as its direction 
(Hofmann), but (comp. Phil. i. 10 and on Rom. i. 20) specifies the aim of 
the petapop¢. t. dvax. t. v. budv. To the man who is not transformed by the 
renewal of his intellect this proving—which is no merely theoretical busi- 
ness of reflection, but is the critical practice of the whole inner life—forms 
no part of the activity of conscience. Comp. Eph. v. 10. The sense : to 
be able to prove (Riickert, Kéllner), is as arbitrarily introduced as in ii. 18. 
He who is transformed by that renewal not merely can do, but—which Paul 
has here in view as the immediate object of the perapyopdovcba: .7.2.—actually 
does the doxpéfev, and has thereby the foundation for a further moral de- 
velopment ; he does it by means of the judgment of his conscience, stirred 
and illuminated by the Spirit (2 Cor. i. 12). On 1d OéAyua Ocoi, what is 
willed by God, comp. Matt. vi. 10 ; Eph; v.. 17, vi. 6; Col. i. 95; 1 Thess. 
iv. 3. —rd dyabov x. evap. x. ré4.] is, by the Peshito, the Vulgate, Chrysos- 
tom, and most of the older interpreters, also by Riickert and Reiche, united 
adjectivally with 7rd 6éa. But as evap. would thus be unsuitable to this, we 
must rather (with Erasmus, Castalio, and others, including Tholuck, Flatt, 
Kéllner, de Wette, Fritzsche, Reithmayr, Philippi, van Hengel, Hofmann) 
approve the substantival rendering (as apposition to rd 6éA. r. cov) : that 
which is good and well-pleasing (to God) and perfect. The repetition of the 





1 According to the latter supposed dis- _ that ver. 1 contains how the Christian should 
tinction, Hofmann hits upon the arbitrary stand towards God, and ver. 2 how he should 
definition of the relation of ver. 1 to ver.2, present himself to those who surround him, 
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article was the less necessary, as the three adjectives used substantively 
exhaust one notion (that of moral good), and that climactically.’ 

Ver. 3. The exhortation now passes on to single duties, amongst which that 
of humility and modesty, generally (vv. 3-5), and in respect of the individ- 
ual yapiovata in particular (vv. 6-8), is the first—the first, too, compliance 
with which was indispensable to a prosperous life of the church. And Paul 
must have known how very necessary this same injunction was in the Ro- 
man community. [See Note CXXIX. p. 483.]—ydp] for. The special re- 
quirement which he is now to make serves in fact by way of confirmation to 
_ the general exhortation of ver. 2. As to Aéyw in the sense of enjoining, see on 
li. 22. — did tHe yap. tho 500. wor] Paul does not command J? éavrov, but by 
means of, i.e. in virtue of the divine grace bestowed on him. It is thus that he 
characterizes—and how at once truly and humbly! (1 Cor. xv. 10)—/is 
apostleship. Comp. xv. 15 ; 1 Cor. iii. 10; Eph. iii. 7, 8. This ydpic was 
given to him (uo), not in common with Christians generally (iyiv. ver. 6). 
—navti . . . tuir| to every one in your community ; none among you is to be 
exempt from this exhortation ; not : to every one who thinks himself to be 
something among you (Koppe, Baumgarten-Crusius). — uy irepdpov. x.7.A. | 
not loftily-minded ought the Christian to be, going beyond the standard-rule of. 
that disposition which is conformable to duty (rap’ 6 dei op.) ; but his disposition 
should be such as to have wise discretion (1 Pet. iv. 7) for its aim (comp. Hom. 
Il. xxiii. 305 : cic dya0a dpovéwv, Eur. Phoen. 1135 : ei¢ wayyy dpoveiv). Par- 
onomasia. Comp. Plat. Legg. x. p. 906 B: cwdpootvy peta dpovfoewc, Eur. 
Heracl. 388: tév dpovnudtov . . . tev dyav brepopdéver ; and see Wetstein. 
— éxdotw oc] éxdorw Aepends on éuépioce (comp. 1 Cor. ili. 5, vii. 17, and on 
Rom. xi. 31), not on Aéyw (Estius, K6éllner)—which view makes the already 
said ravri . . . tuiv to be once more repeated, and, on the other hand, de- 
prives éuépioe of its essential definition. ‘Q¢ designates the scale according to 
which each one ought ¢poveiv cic 7d owdpoveiv, and this scale is different in 
persons differently furnished with gifts, so that for one the boundary, be- 
yond which his ¢poveiv ceases to be eic¢ 7d cwppoveiv, is otherwise drawn than 
it is for another. The regulative standard, however, Paul expressly calls the 
measure of faith, which God has assigned. This is the subjective condition 
(the objective is the divine yapic) of that which every one can and ought 
to do in the Christian life of the church. According, namely, as faith in 
the case of individual Christians is more or less living, practical, energetic, 
efficacious in this or that direction,—whether contemplative, or manifest- 
ing itself in the outer life, in eloquence and action, etc.,—they have withal 
to measure their appointed position and task in the church. He, there- 
fore, who covets a higher or another standpoint and sphere of activity in 
the community, and is not contented with that which corresponds to the 
measure of faith bestowed on him, evinces a wilful self-exaltation, which is 
without measure and not of God—not that spirit wherein the Christian 
betptodpoobvyn consists, the ¢poveiv cic Td owppoveiv, ExdoTw O¢ K.T.A. The rioric 
is therefore to be taken throughout in no other sense than the ordinary 


1 Comp. Winer, p. 121 [E. T. 127 f.]; Dissen, ad Dem. de cor. p. 373 f. ; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 528. 
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one : faith in Christ, of which the essence indeed is alike in all, but the in- 
dividually different degrees of strength (comp. 1 Cor. xiii. 2), and peculiari- 
ties of character in other respects (vv. 4 ff.), constitute for individuals the 
uétpov riotews in quantitative and qualitative relation. Comp. Eph. iv. 7, 
This likewise holds in opposition to Hofmann, who with violence separates 
pétp. wiotewe from éuépcoe, and takes it as an accusative of apposition, like 
THY hoytk. Aatpeiav buav, ver. 1; holding riorewe to be the genitive of quality, 
which distinguishes the measure within which the thinking of the Christian 
is confined, from that which the natural man sets up for himself. Comp., 
in opposition to this strange separation, 2 Cor. x. 13, and in opposition to 
this artificial explanation of the genitive, 2 Cor. x. 18 ; Eph. iv. 7, xiii. 16. 

Vv. 4, 5 ff. Motive for compliance with the previous exhortation.—For the 
prevalence of the parallel between a human body and a corpus sociale (1 Cor. 
xii.) also among the ancients, see Grotius and Wetstein. — ra dé péAn révra 
x.T.A.] ¢.€. but the members, all of them, have different activity ; thus, e.g., the 
eyes another than the ears, the feet another than the mouth. Wrongly van 
Hengel takes the expression, as though ov révra were the reading, so that 
only some—namely, those we possess in pairs—would be meant, not all. — 
oi roAdoi] the many, i.e. the multiplicity of Christians taken together, in op- 
position to the unity of the body which they compose. Comp. v. 15. — év 
Xpiorg@] The common element in which the union consists ; owt of Christ we 
should not be év céua, but this we are in Him, in the fellowship of faith and 
life with Christ. He is the Head (Eph. i. 22, 28, iv. 15 ; Col. i. 18, ii. 19), 
—a relation which is understood of itself by the consciousness of faith, but 
is not denoted by év Xpior@ (as if this meant on Christ), as Koppe, Rosenmiil- 
ler, and older interpreters hold. — 7d dé ka? cic] but in what concerns the in- 
dividual relation. In good Greek it would be 7d dé xa? éva (see on Mark xiv. 
19, and Bernhardy, p. 329 ; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 414) ; but «af eic, in which 
xaté has quite lost its regimen, is a very frequent solecism in the later Greek 
writers (Mark, l.c. ; John viii. 9 ; 3 Mace. v. 34).?. Td xaf eic is groundlessly 
condemned by Fritzsche as ‘‘commentitia formula.” If xa? ci¢ and 6 xa? 
ei¢ Were in use (and this was the case), it follows that rd xa ei¢ might be 
just as well said as 1d xa? éva (comp. 7rd xa éavrdv and the like, Matthiae, 
§ 283 ; Kihner, II. 1, p. 272). See also Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 26 f. [E. T. 
30]. 

Vv. 6-8. In the possession, however, of different gifts. This éyovrec dé xa- 
piouara k.T.A. corresponds to ra dé wéAn wavta ob TH abray Exec Tpdecv, Ver. 4.— 
As regards the construction, the view adopted by Reiche, de Wette, and 
Lachmann makes éyovre¢ a participial definition of éovev, ver. 5 ; according: 
ly, cite xpogyreiav and eite diaxoviayv depend on éyovrrec as a specifying appo 
sition to yapiouata ; whilst the limiting definitions xara tiv avai. Tr. riot., & 
Th diak., év TH didaok., év TH TapakdA, x.T.A. are parallel to the xara rHv ydpev oO 
jpiv, and with eite 6 diddoxwv the discourse varies, without however becom- 


1 Plat. Theaet. p. 161 E: pérpw .. . tis 2 See Lucian Soloec. 9, and Graev. in Joc. ; 
avtov godias. Soph. H/, 229: wérpov xaxdérnros. Thom. Mag. p. 483; Wetstein on Mark, J.c. ; 
Eur. Jon, 354: nBys wérpov, Pind. Isthm. i. Winer, p. 234 JE. T. 249]. 

87 : Kepdéwv p. 
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ing directly hortatory. Comp. also Riickert. But usually xara rpv avad. rf. 
wloT., év TH dvak. K.T.A., are regarded as elliptical hortatory sentences, whilst 
éxovrec is by some likewise attached to the foregoing (Theodoret, Erasmus, 
Luther, Castalio, Calvin, Estius, and others, including Flatt, Tholuck, 
Reithmayr), and with others éyovree begins a new sentence (so Olshausen, 
Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, Philippi, van Hengel, Hofmann, following 
Beza). The usual construction is the only correct one (in which, most suit- 
ably to the progressive dé, a new sentence commences with éyorrec), because, 
under the mode followed by Reiche and de Wette, the alleged limitations 
év TH Otak., év TH didack., and év rH rapaxd. either express nothing, or must be 
taken arbitrarily in a variety of meaning different from that of the words 
with which they stand ; and because év dmAdryti, év orovdy, and év iAapéryrt, 
ver. 8, are obviously of a hortatory character, and therefore the previous ex- 
pressions with év may not be taken otherwise. By way of jilling up the 
concise maxims thrown out elliptically, and only as it were in outline, it is 
sufficient after kara ryv dvadoy. tr. rior. to supply : rpodytebwpev, after év rq 
dvaxovia : Guev, after év rH didackadia: gorw, the same after év tH mapaxAgoes ; ~ 
and lastly, after the three following particulars, év dwAéryre x.7.A., the im- 
peratives of the corresponding verbs (ueradidétw x.7.A.). Comp. the similar 
mode of expression in 1 Pet. iv. 10, 11. — yapiouara] denotes the different 
peculiar aptitudes for the furtherance of Christian life in the church and of 
its external welfare, imparted by God’s grace through the principle of the 
Holy Spirit working in the Christian communion (hence rvevyarixd, 1 Cor. 
xii. 1). On their great variety, amidst the specific unity of their origin from 
the efficacy of this Spirit, see esp. 1 Cor. xii. 4 ff.—Paul here mentions by 
way of example (for more, see 1 Cor. xii.), in the first instance, fowr of such 
Xapiopara, namely : (1) rpogyreia, the gift of theopneustie discourse, which 
presupposes aroxdAvyic, and the form of which, appearing in different ways 
(hence also in the plural in 1 Cor. xiii. 8 ; 1 Thess. v. 20), was not ecstatic, 
like the speaking with tongues, but was an activity of the vovc enlightened 
and filled with the consecration of the Spirit’s power, disclosing hidden 
things, and profoundly seizing, chastening, elevating, carrying away men’s 
hearts, held in peculiar esteem by the apostle (1 Cor. xiv. 1). Comp. on 1 
Cor. xii. 10. Further, (2) d:axovia : the gift of administration of the external 
affairs of the church, particularly the care of the poor, the sick, and strangers ; 
comp. 1 Cor. xii. 28, where the functions of the diaconia are termed avriAh- 
pec. Acts vi. 1 ff. ; Phil. i. 15; 1 Tim. iii. 8, 12 ;.1 Pet. iv. 11 ; Rom. xvi. 1. 
The service of the diaconate in the church, which grew out of that of the 
seven men of Acts vi., is really of apostolic origin : Clem. Cor. I. 42, 44; 
Ritschl, altkath. Kirche, p. 859; Jul. Miiller, dogmat. Abh. p. 560 ff. (8) 
The didackadia, the gift of instruction in the usual form of teaching directed 

to the understanding (é£ oixeiag dvavoiac, Chrysostom, ad 1 Cor. xii. 28), see 
on Acts xiii. 1 ; Eph. iv. 11; 1 Cor. xiv. 26. It was not yet limited to a 
particular office ; see Ritschl, p. 850 f. (4) wapdxAnorc, the gift of hortatory 
and encouraging address operating on the heart and will, the possessor of which 
probably connected his discourses, in the assemblies after the custom of the 
synagogue (see on Acts xiii, 15), with a portion of Scripture read before the 
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people. Comp. Acts iv. 86, xi. 23, 24 ; Justin, Apol. I. c. 67. —kara rip 
ava. t. xiot.| Conformably to the proportion of their faith the prophets have 
to use their prophetic gift, i.e. (comp. ver. 3) [See Note CXXX., p. 484] : 
they are not to depart from the proportional measure which their faith has, 
neither wishing to exceed it nor falling short of it, but are to guide them- 
selves by it, and are therefore so to announce and interpret the received 
aroxdavyuc, as the peculiar position in respect of faith bestowed on them, ac- 
~ cording to the strength, clearness, fervour, and other qualities of that faith, 
suggests—so that the character and mode of their speaking is conformed to 
the rules and limits, which are implied in the proportion of their individual 
degree of faith. In the contrary case they fall, in respect of contents and 
of form, into a mode of prophetic utterance, either excessive and over- 
strained, or on the other hand insufficient and defective (not corresponding 
to the level of their faith), The same revelation may in fact—according to 
the difference in the proportion of faith with which it, objectively given, 
subjectively connects itself—be very differently expressed and delivered. 
avadoyia, proportio, very current (also as a mathematical expression) in the 
Classics (comp. esp. on xara r. avahoy. Plato, Polit. p. 257 B, Loer. D:. 00 Bs 
Dem. 262. 5), is here in substance not different from wétpov, ver. 3; Comp. 
Plato, Tim. p. 69 B : dvéAoya kai Souwerpa. Hofmann groundlessly denies 
this (in consequence of his incorrect view of HéTpov Triotewc, ver. 8), yet like- 
wise arrives at the sense, that prophetic utterance must keep equal pace with 
the life of faith. Paul might, in fact, have written ovupetpac TH miorer, and 
would have thereby substantially expressed the same thing as xara r. dvad. 
T. wioT. OF avaddéywc rt. r.. The old dogmatic interpretation * (still unknown, 
however, to the Greek Fathers, who rightly take 7. riorewe subjectively, of 
the fides qua creditur) of the regula fidei (riortc in the objective sense, fides 
quae creditur), z.¢. of the conformitas doctrine in scripturis (see esp. Calovi- 
us), departs arbitrarily from the thought contained in ver. 3, and from the 
immediate context (kara r. Xap. t. dof. juiv), and cannot in itself be justified 
by linguistic usage (see on i. 5). It reappears, however, substantially in 
Flatt, Klee, Gléckler, Kéllner, Philippi (‘‘to remain subject to the norma 
et regula fidei Christianae”), Umbreit, Bisping, although they do not, like 
many of the older commentators, take prophecy to refer to the explanation 
of Scripture. — év ri dvaxovig] If it be the case that we have diaconia (as ya- 
piopua), let us be in our diaconia. The emphasis lies on év. He who has the 
gift of the diaconia should not desire to have a position in the life of the 
church outside of the sphere of service which is assigned to him by this en- 
dowment, but should be active within that sphere. That by diaxovia is not in- 
tended any ecclesiastical office generally (Chrysostom, Luther, Reithmayr, 
Hofmann), is shown by the charismatic elements of the entire context. 
On elva: év, versari in, comp. 1 Tim. iv. 15 ; Plato, Prot. p. 317 ©, Phaed. 
p- 59 A ; Demosth. 301. 6, et al. ; Kriiger, ad Dion. Hist. p. 269, 70. — cire 
6 diddoxov] Symmetrically, Paul should have continued with eite ddacKariay 


1 Comp. Luther’s gloss: “ All prophecy, Christ as the only consolation, however 
which leads to work and not simply to _ valuable it is, is nevertheless not like faith.” 
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(sc. éxovrec), as A actually reads. Instead of this, however, he proceeds in 
such a way as now to introduce the different possessors of gifts in the third 
person, and therefore no longer dependent on the we implied in éyovrec. 
The change of conception and construction may accordingly be thus exhib- 
ited : ‘‘ While, however, we have different gifts, we should, be it prophecy 
that we have, make use of it according to the proportion of our faith,—be 
it diaconia that we have, labour within the diaconia,—tbe it that it is the 
teacher, (he should) be active within the sphere of teaching, etc.” After 6 
diddoxwv, simply éori is to be supplied : ¢f it, viz. one charismatically gifted, 
is the teacher. The apostle, in the urgent fulness of ideas which are yet to 
be only concisely expressed, has lost sight of the grammatical connection ; 
comp. Buttmann, newt. Gr. p. 331 [E. T. 386]. Hofmann’s expedient, that 
here cite. . . eire are subordinated to the preceding év rq diaxovig, and 6 
dWéokwr and 6 rapaxadév are to be taken as a parenthetical apposition to the 
subject of the verb to be supplied (‘be dt that he, the teacher, handles teach- 
ing,” etc.), is an artificial scheme forced upon him by his incorrect view of 
dvaxovia, and at variance with the co-ordinated relation of the first two cases 
of ¢ire. 

Ver. 8. ‘0 peradidove x.7.2.] [See Note CXXXI. p. 484.] The detailed 
exposition with cire ceases as the discourse flows onward more vehemently, » 
but the series of those charismatically endowed is continued, yet in such a way 
that now there are no longer mentioned such as possess a ydpioua for a def- 
inite function in the church, but such as possess it generally for the activity 
of public usefulness in the social Christian life. Hence, because with év aré- 
ryt k.t.A. the continuance of the exhortations is indicated, we are to place 
before 6 weradidove not a full stop, but a comma, or, better, a colon, The 
reference of these last three points to definite ministerial functions (such as 
that § yerad.d. is the diaconus who distributes the gifts of love ; 6 mpoiotdp. the 
president of the community, bishop or presbyter ; 6 éAear he who takes charge 
of the sick) is refuted, first, by the fact that the assumed references of peradid. 
(according to Acts iv. 35, we should at least expect draduobc) are quite inca- 
pable of proof, and indeed improbable in themselves ; secondly, by the con- 
sideration that such an analysis of the diaconal gift would be out of due 
place, after mention had been already made of the dcaxoria as a whole ; and 
thirdly, by the consideration that the position of the rpoiordevoc, as the 
presbyter, between two diaconal functions, and almost at the end of the 
series, would be unsuitable.. But if we should wish to explain rpoiordu. as 
guardian of the strangers (my first edition ; Borger), there is an utter want of 
proof both for this particular feature of the diaconia and for its designation by _ 
mpoiotdu. (for the mpoordryc at Athens, the patron of the metoeci, Was some- 
thing quite different ; Hermann, Staatsalterth. §115. 4).—-6 petadiwobc| he 
who imparts, who exercises the charisma of charitableness by imparting of 
his means to the poor. Eph. iv. 28 ; Luke iii. 11. To understand the im- 
parting of spiritual good (Baumgarten-Crusius), or this along with the other 
(Hofmann), receives no support from the context, especially seeing that the 
spiritual imparting has already been previously disposed of in its distinctive 
forms. — év drAér.] in simplicity, therefore without any selfishvess, without 
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boasting, secondary designs, etc., but in plain sincerity of disposition. 
Comp. 2 Cor. viii. 2, ix. 11, 13, and the classical collocations of droite kai 
aAnOnc, ard. kK. yevvaiog «.t.A. On the subject-matter, comp. Matt. vi. 2 ff. — 
6 mpoiordyevoc| the president, he who exercises the ydpicua of presiding over 
others as leader, of directing affairs and the like (comp. mpotorac$u rv mpay- 
varov, Herodian, vii. 10. 16), consequently one who through spiritual 
endowment is #yeuovinde Kal apyixde (Plato, Prot. p. 352 B). This vapiopa 
mpootatixév had to be possessed by the presbyter or éricxoroc for behoof of 
his work (comp. 1 Cor. xii. 28) ; but we are not to understand it as apply- 
ing to him exclusively, or to explain it specially of the office of presbyter, 
as Rothe and Philippi again do,’ in spite of the general nature of the con- 
text, while Hofmann likewise thinks that the presbyter is meant, not as 
respects his office, but as respects his activity. What is meant is the category 
of charismatic endowment, under which the work destined for the presby- 
ter falls to be included. — év oxovdy] with zeal ; it is the earnest, strenuous 
attention to the fulfilment of duty, the opposite of ¢avAdryg. —6 édedv] he 
who is merciful towards the suffering and unfortunate, to whom it is his 
x4pioua to administer comfort, counsel, help. —év idapér.] with cheerful, 
Jriendly demeanour, 2 Cor. ix. 7, the opposite of a reluctant and sullen 
carriage.*— Observe, further, that év drAér., év orovdy, and éy idapdér. do not 
denote, like the preceding definitions with év, the sphere of service within 
which the activity is to exert itself, but the guality, with which those who 
are gifted are to do their work ; and all these three qualities characterize, 
in like manner, the nature of true cwdpoveiv, ver. 3. 

Vv. 9-21. Hexhortations for all without distinction, headed by love ! 

Ver. 9. 'H aydry avuréxp.] 8c. goto [See Note CXXXII. p. 485.] The sup- 
plying of the imperative (comp. ver. 7), which is rare in the classical 
writers (Bernhardy, p. 331; Kiihner, Il. 1, p. 37), cannot occasion any 
scruple in this so briefly sketching hortatory address. dvurékpiroc is not 
found in classical Greek, but it occurs in Wisd. v. 19, xviii. 16, 2 Cor. vi. 
6, 1 Tim. i, 5, 2 Tim. i. 5, Jas. iii. 12, 1 Pet. i. 22. Antoninus, viii. 5, has 
the adverb, like Clem. Cor. II. 12. — The absolute 4 dydry is always love 
towards others (see esp. 1 Cor. xiii.), of which g:AadeAgia is the special form 
having reference to Christian fellowship, ver. 10. As love must be, so must 
be also faith, its root, 1 Tim. i. 5; 2 Tim. i. 5. —The following participles 
and adjectives may be taken either together as preparing for the eidvyeire rove 
dix. in ver, 14, and as dependent on this (Lachm. ed. min.) ; or, as corre- 
sponding to the personal subject of 7 aydmy avuréxp. (so Fritzsche), see on 2 
Cor. i. 7 ; or, finally, by the supplying of éoré as mere precepts, so that after 
avuré«p. there should be placed a full stop, and another after didxovrec in ver. 
18. So usually ; also by Lachmann, ed. maj., and Tischendorf. The latter 
view alone, after 7 aydry avuré«p. has been supplemented by the imperative 
of the substantive verb, is the natural one, and correspondent in its concise 
mode of expression to the whole character stamped on the passage ; the 


1 So also Jul. Miiller, Dogmat.Abh. p. 582. 
2 Comp. Xen. Mem. ii. 7. 12: iAapai $é avti oxvOpwrav. 
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two former modes of connection exhibit a formal interdependence on the | 
part of elements that are heterogeneous in substance. — anootvyovvtec | abhor- 
ring. The strengthening significance of the compound,-already noted by 
Chrysostom, 'Theodoret, Oecumenius, and Theophylact, has been ground- 
lessly denied by Fritzsche ; it is quite appropriate in passages like Herod. 
ii. 47, vi. 129; Soph. Oed. C. 186, 691 ; Eur. Jon. 488; Parthen. Erot. 8. 
— 10 rovypdv and r@ ayad¢ are to be taken generally of moral evil and good ; 
abhorrence of the one and adherence to the other form the fundamental 
moral character of unfeigned love. The evil and good which are found in 
the object of love (Hofmann) are included, but not specially meant. Comp. 1 
' Cor. xiii. 6. : ? 

Ver. 10. TH gcAudeAg.] In respect of (in point of) brotherly love (love 
towards fellow-Christians, 1 Thess. iv. 9 ; Heb. xiii. 1 ;1 Pet. i. 22; 2 Pet. i. 
7). On its relation to dyérn, comp, generally Gal. vi. 10. — plAdoropyo.| fond- 
ly affectionate ; an expression purposely chosen, because Christians are brothers 
and sisters, as the word is also in classical Greek the usual one for, family af- 
fection. Comp. also Cicero, ad Att. xv. 17. — rh rif] in the point of moral 
respect and high estimation. — rponyobuevor] not : excelling (Chrysostom, Morus, 
Kollner), nor yet : anticipating (Vulgate, Theophylact, Luther, Castalio, 
Wolf, Flatt), but, in correspondence with the signification of the word : 
going before, as guides, namely, with conduct that incites others to follow. 
Without the support of usage Erasmus, Grotius, Heumann, Koppe, and 
Hofmann take rpoyeioba as equivalent to pysioba unépéyovrac (Phil. ii. 8), 
se ipso potiores ducere alios, which would be denoted by #yeioba mpd gavriv 
aaa. (Phil. ii. 3). In Greek it does not elsewhere occur with the accusative, 
but only with the dative (Xen. Oyr. ii. 1. 1; Arist. Plut. 1195 ; Polyb. 
xii. 5. 10) or genitive of the person (Xen. Hipp. 4. 5 ; Herodian, vi. 8. 6 ; 
Polyb. xii. 13. 11) ; with the accusative only, as in Xen. Anab. vi. 5, 10, 
mpony. 606”. 

Ver. 11. T7 orovdy] in respect of zeal, namely, for the interests of the Chris- 
tian life in whatever relation. —r@ rv. Céovrec] seething, boiling in spirit, the 
opposite of dx«vypot rH orovdy ; hence ro rvebp. is not to be understood of the 
Holy Spirit (Oecumenius and many others, including Holsten, Weiss), but 
of the human spirit. Comp. Acts xviii. 25. That this fervent excitement 
of the activity of thought, feeling, and will for Christian aims is stirred up 
by the Holy Spirit, is obvious of itself, but is not of itself expressed by r6 
mvevuatt. Zéw of the mental aestuare is also frequent in the classics, 1— 76 
xaip@ dova.] consigns—without, in view of the whole laying out of the dis- 
course as dependent on # ayary avuréxp., ver. 9, requiring a connective dé 
(against van Hengel)—the fervour of spirit to the limits of Christian pru- 
dence, which, amidst its most lively activity, yet in conformity with true 
love, accommodates itself to the circumstances of the time,? with moral discretion 


1 Plato, Rep. iv. p. 440 C, Phaedr. p. 251 B; model! 1 Cor. ix. 19 ff. ; Phil. iv. 12, 13; 1 
Soph. Qed. @. 435; Eur. Hec. 1055; and or. iv. 11 ff., viii. 13; Acts xx. 35, xvi. 3, 
Pflugk in loc. See also Jacobs, ad Anthol. xxi. 23 ff. To the SovAevew 7G capo, in the 
IX. p. 203; Dorville, ad Charit. p. 233. noble sense here meant, belongs also the 

? How much was Paul himself inthismat- having as though one had not, etc., in 1 Cor. 
ter, with all his fervour of spirit, a shining vii. 29 ff. 
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does not aim at placing itself in independence of them or oppose them with 
headlong stubbornness, but submits to them with a wise self-denial (1 Cor. 
xiii. 4-8). Comp. on the dova. r@ xaipo (tempori servire, Cicero, ad Div. ix. 
17, Tuscul. iii. 27. 66) and synonymous expressions (kacp@ Aatpetery, Toi¢ Karp. 
axoAovieiv), Which are used in a good or bad sense according to the context, 
Wetstein and Fritzsche in loc. ; Jacobs, ad Anthol. X. p. 261. On the 
thing itself, see Cic. ad Div. iv. 6: ‘‘ad novos casus temporum novorum 
consiliorum rationes accommodare.” [See Note CXXXIII. p. 485.] 

Ver. 12. In virtue of hope (of the future défa, v. 2) joyful. The dative de- 
notes the motive (Kiihner, IT. i. p. 380). — rq 0A. trou. | in the presence of tribu- 
lation holding out, remaining constant in it. On the dative, comp. Kiihner, 
ic. p. 885. Paul might have written rv OA iron. (1 Cor. xiii. 7 ; 2 Tim. 
ii. 19; Heb. x. 32, e¢ al., and according to the classical use); he writes, 
however, in the line of formal symmetry with the other expressions, the 
dative and then the absolute irouév. (Matt. x. 22 ; 2 Tim. ii. 12 ; Jas. v. 11 ; 
1 Pet. ii. 20). —r. rpocevyh rpook.| perseveringly applying to prayer, Col. iv. 
2; Acts i. 14. 

Ver. 13. Having fellowship in the necessities’ of the saints (comp. xv. 27), 
 4.e. 80 conducting yourselves that the necessities of your fellow- Christians may be 
also your own, seeking therefore just so to satisfy them. Comp. on Phil. iv. 
14, The transitive sense: communicating (still held by Riickert and Fritzsche, 
following many of the older interpreters), finds nowhere, at least in the 
N. T., any confirmation (not even in Gal. vi. 6). The dycoc are the Christians 
in general, not specially those of Jerusalem (Hofmann), who are indicated in 
xv. 25, but not here, by the context. — ry gidog.] studying hospitality. 
Comp. Heb. xiii. 3 ; 1 Pet. iv. 9. A virtue highly important at that time, 
especially in the case of travelling, perhaps banished and persecuted, Chris- 
tian brethren. Comp. also 1 Tim. v. 10; Tit. i. 8. That those in need of- 
shelter should not merely be received, but also sought out, belongs, under 
certain circumstances, to the fuljilment of this duty, but is not expressed by 
diakovtec (as Origen and Bengel hold).? 

Ver. 14. Tove didx. iu.] who persecute you (in any respect whatever). The 
saying of Christ, Matt. v. 44, was perhaps known to the apostle and here 
came to his recollection, without his having read however, as Reiche here 
again assumes (comp. on ii. 19), the Gospels. 

Ver. 15. Xaipew] 4.¢. yaipew tac dei, infinitive, as a briefly interjected ex- 
pression of the necessary behaviour desired. See on Phil. iii. 16. On the 
subject-matter, comp. Ecclus. vii. 84. Rightly Chrysostom brings into 
prominence the fact that kAaiew «.7.2., yevvatac o¢ddpa deitar Wye, Sote TO 
evdokiuovvte wy dvov UH P0oveiv, GAAA Kal ovvf#decOar. 

_ Ver. 16. These participles are also to be understood imperatively by sup. 


1The reading mwveias yields no sense, 
although Hofmann commends it and seeks 
to acquire for it, by a comparison of Gal. ii. 
10 and Phil. i. 4, the sense of renderings of 
assistance, which is a linguistic impossibility. 
Yet even Theodore of Mopsuestia wished to 
assign to this reading, which is found in 


some copies, the sense: dri Sixacov vpas 
MYUNMOVEVELY TAVTOTE TOY ayiwY, 

2Comp. ix. 30; dpernv Sine, Plato, 
Theaet. p. 176 B; rd ayabdv Suxnewv and the 
like, Ecclus. xxvii. 8, e¢ al. ; adixiav duaiKxev, 
Plat. Rep. p. 545 B. 
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plying écecfe (comp. on ver. 9), and not to be joined to ver. 15, nor yet to 
Ly yiveobe ppbv. wap’ éavt. — 70 avo cic GAA. dpovortvtec] cherastaniaws the loving 
harmony, when each, in respect to his neighbour (eic, not év as in xv. 5), has 
one and the same thought and endeavour. Comp. generally xv. 5 ; Phil. ii. 
2, iv. 2; 2 Cor. xiii. 11. According to Fritzsche, 1d airé reteey to what 
follows, so that modesty is meant as that towards which their mind should be 
mutually directed. But thus this clause of the discourse would not be inde- 
pendent, which is contrary to the analogy of the rest. — pa ra bya dpovowv- 
tec] not aiming at high things,—a warning against ambitious self-seeking. 
Comp. xi. 20; 1 Tim. vi. 7.— roi¢ rarewvoic] is neuter (Fritzsche, Reiche, 
Kéllner, Gléckler, de Wette, Baumgarten Crusius, Borger, Reithmayr, 
Philippi, Maier, Bisping, following Beza and Calvin): being drawn onward 
by the lowly ; z.e. instead of following the impulse to high things, rather 
yielding to that which is humble, to the claims and tasks which are pre- 
sented to you by the humbler relations of life, entering into this impulse 
towards the lower strata and spheres of life, which lays claim to you, and 
following it. The rarevvd ought to have for the Christian a force of attrac- 
tion, in virtue of which he yields himself to fellowship with them (ovr), and 
allows himself to be guided by them in the determination of his conduct. 
Thus the Christian holds intercourse, sympathetically and effectively, in the 
lower circles, with the poor, sick, persecuted, etc.; thus Paul felt himself 
compelled to enter into humble situations, to work as a handicraftsman, to 
suffer need and nakedness, to be weak with the weak, etc. With less 
probability, on account of the contrast of ra iwyAd, others have taken roic 
Tare. as masculine,—some of them understanding rarecvde of inferior rank, 
some of humble disposition, some blending both meanings—with very dif- 
ferent definitions of the sense of the whole, e.g. Chrys. : ei¢ rv éxetvwr ebréAevav 
KaTapnht, ovumepipépov, uj atAGE TH Gpovhuate ovvtarewod, GAAG Kai Bofber Kad 
xeipa opéyou x.t.A.; similarly Erasmus, Luther, Estius, and others ; Grotius 
(comp. Ewald): ‘‘modestissimorum exempla sectantes;” Riickert (comp. 
van Hengel) : ‘‘let it please you to remain in fellowship with the lowly ;” 
Olshausen : Christianity enjoins intercourse with publicans and sinners in 
order to gain them for the kingdom of Christ ;} Hofmann: ‘to be drawn 
into the host of those who occupy an inferior station and desire nothing 
else, and, as their equals, disappearing amongst them, to move with them 
along the way in which they go.” —ovvaray.] has not in itself, nor has it 
here, the bad sense: to be led astray along with, which it acquires in Gal. 
li. 13, 2 Pet. iii. 17, through the context. —¢pévimor rap’ éavr.] wise accord- 
ing to your own judgment Comp. Prov. iii. 7; Bernhardy, p. 256 f. One 
must not fall into that conceited self-sufficiency of moral perception, whereby 
brotherly respect for the perception of others would be excluded. Simi- 
lar, but not equivalent, is év éavr., xi. 25. 

Vv. 17-19. The dior eigen 0 be supplemented here asin ver. 16—are 
not to be connected with yy yiveobe opdv. map’ éavt. — uydevi] be he Christian 


1 Certainly not here, for the discourse concerns the ireerace of Christians to one another 
{not to those who are without). iis ae 


\2 


CHAP. XII., 17-19. 479 


or non-Christian. Opposite: révrwv avpdror. The maxim itself taught 
also by Greek sages, how opposed it was to the ddiceiv 7G adcxodvrs of common 
Hellenism (Hermann, ad Soph. Philoct. 679 ; Jacobs, ad Delect. Epigr. p. 
144; Stallbaum, ad Plat. Crit. p. 49 B, ad Phileb. p. 49 D) and to Phari- 
saism (see on Matt. v. 48) !— mpovoobpevor] reminiscence from the LXX., 
Prov. iii. 4. For this very reason, but especially because otherwise an entirely 
unsuitable limitation of the absolute moral notion of xa4é4 would result, 
tvoriov x.t.A. is not to be joined to xa44 (Ewald, Hofmann) ; it belongs to 
rpovoooz. Comp. 2 Cor. viii. 21 ; Polycarp, ad Phil. 6. Before the eyes of all 
men—so that it lies before the judgment of all—taking care for what is good 
(morality and decency in behaviour). Verbs of caring are used both with 
the genitive (1 Tim. v. 8) and with the accusative (Bernhardy, p. 176), which 
in the classics also is very frequently found with mpovoeicba. Rightly 
Theophylact remarks on évor. révrwv avOp. that Paul does not thereby ex- 
hort us to live mpd Kevodogiav, but iva py rapéxopev Kal judv agopyag Toi¢ Bov- 
Aouévorc, he recommends that which is doxavddMorov K. atpooxorov. — et Svvartov, 
rd & tuav pera x.7.2.] to be so punctuated. For if the two were to be joined 
together (‘¢as much as it is possible for you,” Gléckler), the injunction 
would lose all moral character. Still less are we to suppose that ei dvvarév 
belongs to the preceding (Erasmus, Cajetanus, Bengel), which indeed ad- 
mits of no condition. Grotius’ view is the correct one : ‘‘omnium amici 
este si fieri potest ; si non potest utrimque, certe ex vestra parte amici este,” 
so that ei duvaréy allows the case of objective impossibility to avail (how often 
had Paul himself experienced this !) ; 7d é duav (adverbially : as to what 
concerns your part, that which proceeds from you ; see generally on 1,15; 
and Ellendt, Lex. Soph. Il. p. 225) annuls any limitation in a subjective 
respect, and does not contain a subjective limitation (Reiche), since we for 
our part are supposed to be always and in any case peaceably disposed, so 
that only the opposite disposition and mode of behaviour of the enemy can 
frustrate our subjective peaccableness. — dyaryroi] urgent and persuasive. 
Comp. 1 Cor. x. 14, xv. 58; Phil. ii. 1, iv. 1.— aAAa dére x.7.A.] The con- 
struction changes, giving place to a stronger (independent) designation ol 
duty. Sce Winer, p. 535 [E. T. 575].1 Give place to wrath (kar’ éoxhv, that 
of God), i.e. forestall it not by personal revenge, but let it have its course and 
its sway.2 The morality of this precept is pased on the holiness of God ; 
hence, so far as wrath and love are the two poles of holiness, it does not 
exclude the blessing of our adversaries (ver. 14) and intercession for them. 
The view, according to which rq épyq is referred to the divine wrath (comp. 
v. 9; 1 Thess. ii. 16)—as the absolute 4 ydpuc is the divine favour and grace 
(comp. v. 9; 1 Thess. i. 10, ii. 16)—is rightly preferred by most interpreters 
from the time of Chrysostom down to van Hengel, Hofmann, Delitzsch ; 
for, on the one hand, it corresponds entirely to the profane (Gataker, ad 
Anton. ». 104 ; Wetstein in loc.) and Pauline (Eph. iv. 27) use of rérov (or 


1 Comp. here especially Viger. ed. Herm. Sohar, p. 95: ‘ Homo non debet properare, ut 
p. 469. wvindictam sumat (comp. by éavtods éxdixody- 

2 Quite analogous to the sense and se- res) ; melius est, si vindictam committit alii” 
quence of thought of our verse is Synops. (Deo), comp. adda ddre réx. TH Opyy. 
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xXopavr) d1d6vai—which primarily denotes to make place for any one (Luke xiv. 
9), then to give any one full play, time and opportunity for activity (Eph. l.c., 
comp. Eccles. xiii, 21, xix. 17, xxxviii. 12, xvi. 14; Philo in Loesner, p. 
263) ; and on the other hand it is most appropriate to the following Script- 
ural proof.’ Non-compliance with the precept occasions the opyilecbar Kat 
duaptavev, Eph. iv. 26. Comp. on the thought 1 Pet. ii. 23 ; 1 Sam. xxiv. 
13, 16. Others interpret it of one’s own wrath,? which is not to be allowed to 
break forth. So de Dieu, Bos, Semler, Cramer, and Reiche : ‘‘ Wrath pro- 
duces terrible effects in the moment of its ebullition ; give it time, and it 
passes away.” The Latin use*® of irae spatium dare agrees indeed with 
this interpretation, but not the Greek use of rérov didévac— not even in the 
well-known expression in Plutarch (de ira cohib. p. 462) that we should not 
even in sport didévac rérov to anger, é.¢. give it Sull play, allow it free course. 
Since this “giving way to wrath” (justly repudiated by Plutarch as highly 
dangerous) cannot be enjoined by Paul, he must have meant by r. épy the 
divine wrath. For the interpretation given by others of the wrath of an 
enemy, which one is to give place to, to ‘go out of the way of (Schoettgen, 
Morus, Ammon), must be rejected, since this, although it may be linguis- 
tically justified (Luke xiv. 9; Judg. xx. 36), and may be compared with 
Soph. Ant. 718 (see Schneidewin in loc.) and with the Homeric eixecv bvud, 
yet would yield a precept, which would be only a rule of prudence and not 
a command of Christian morals. This applies also in opposition to Ewald : 
to allow the wrath of the other to expend itself, which, as opposed to personal 
» revenge, has no positive moral character (it is otherwise with Matt. v. 39) ; 
not to mention that the injury, the personal avenging of which is forbidden, 
by no means necessarily supposes a wrathful offender. — yéyp. ydép] Deut, 
xxxli. 85, freely as regards the sense, from the Hebrew (to me belongs revenge 
and requital), but with use of the words of the LXX., which depart from 
the original (év juépg éxdixhoewc dvtarodéow), and with the addition of néyet 
ktpioc. The form of this citation, quite similar to that here used, which 
is found in Heb. x. 80, cannot be accidental, especially as the characteristic 
éy avtarod. recurs also in the paraphrase of Onkelos (powix SIN). But 
there are no traces elsewhere to make us assume that Paul made use of On- 
Kelos ; and just as little has the view any support elsewhere, that the writer of 
the Epistle to the Hebrews followed the citation of Paul (Bleek, Delitzsch), 
Hence the only hypothesis which we can form without arbitrariness 
is, that the form of the saying as it is found in Paul and in Heb. x. 30 had 


1 Yet it must be admitted, that either of 
the two other explanations (see below) 
would not be opposed to the sense of the 
following passage of Scripture, if only one 
of them were otherwise decidedly correct. 

2So Zyro in a peculiar manner in the 
Stud. u. Krit. 1845, p. 891 f. : “‘ Give place to 
wrath, when it comes and seeks to get pos- 
session of your mind, and go from it (turn 
your back uponit).” This would be psycho- 
logically inappropriate (for wrath is in man, 


an emotion which indeed is stirred up from 
without, but does not come thence, comp. 
Eph. iv. 31; Col. iii. 8; John xi. 33, 88), and 
at the same time how strange in point of 
expression ! 

8 Livy ii. 56, viii. 82 ; Seneca, de ira, fii. 39, 
Comp. especially Lactantius, de Tra, 18: 
“ Ego vero laudarem, si, cum fuisset iratus, 
dedisset irae suae spatium; ut, residente per 
intervalium temporis animi tumore, haberet 
modum castigatio.”” 
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at that time acquired currency in the manner of a formula of warning which 
had become proverbial, and had influenced the rendering in the paraphrase 
of Onkelos. The Aéyex xbpiog Paul has simply added, as was frequently done 
(comp. xiv. 11) with divine utterances ; in Heb. x. 30 these words are not 
genuine, 

Ver. 20. Without od» (see the critical notes), but thus the more in conform- 
ity with the mode of expression throughout the whole chapter, which pro- 
ceeds for the most part without connectives, there now follows what the 
Christian—seeing that he is not to avenge himself, but to let God’s wrath 
have its way—has rather to do in respect of his enemy.—The whole verse is 
borrowed from Prov. xxv. 21, 22, which words Paul adopts as his own, 
closely from the LXX. — pate] feed him, give him to eat. See on 1 Cor. 
xiii. 1; Grimm on Wisd. xvi. 20. The expression is affectionate. Comp. 
2 Sam. xiii. 5; Bengel: ‘‘manu tua.” Eccles. vii. 32. — dvOpaxac rvpoc 
owpevo. éxi tiv xed. avrov| figurative expression of the thought : painful shame 
and remorse wilt thou prepare for him. So, in substance, Origen, Augustine, 
Jerome, Ambrosiaster, Pelagius, Erasmus, Luther, Wolf, Bengel, and others, 
including Tholuck, Baumgarten-Crusius, Riickert, Reiche, Kéllner, de Wette, 
Olshausen, Fritzsche, Philippi, Reithmayr, Bisping, Borger, van Hengel, 
Hofmann ; comp. Eider | in the Stud. u. Krit. 1862, p. 568 f. Ginnie 
coals are to the Oriental a figure for pain that penetrates and cleaves to one,? 
and in particular, according to the context, for the pain of remorse, as here, 
where magnanimous beneficence heaps up the coals of fire. Comp. on the 
subject-matter, 1 Sam. xxiv. 17 ff. See the Arabic parallels in Gesenius in 
Rosenmiiller’s Repert. I. p. 140, and generally Tholuck in loc. ; Gesenius, 
Thesaur. I. p. 280. Another view was already prevalent in the time of 
Jerome,” and is adopted by Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theo- 
phylact, Photius, Beza, Camerarius, Estius, Grotius, Wetstein, and others, 
including Koppe, Béhme, Hengstenberg (Authent. d. Pentat. II. p. 406 
f.),—namely, that the sense is : Thou wilt bring upon him severe divine pun- 
ishment. Certainly at 4 Esr. xvi. 54 the burning of fiery coals on the head 
isan image of painful divine punishment ; but there this view is just as cer- 
tainly suggested by the context, as here (see esp. ver. 21) and in Prov. J.c., the 
context is opposed to it. For the condition nisi resipiscat would have, in the 
first place, to be quite arbitrarily supplied ; and how could Paul have con- 
ceived and expressed so unchristian a motive for beneficence towards 
enemies !* The saving clauses of expositors regarding this Beer are fanci- 
ful and quite unsatisfactory. 

Ver, 21. Comprehensive summary of vy. 19, 20.—‘‘ Be not overcome (carried 


1 Not for softening (from the custom of 2**Garbones igitur congregabis super 


softening hard meats by laying coals upon 
the vessel), as Gléckler, following Vorstius 
and others, thinks, nor for inflaming to love 
(Calovius and others). The Jesuit Sanctius 
(see Cornelius & Lapide in Joc.) even found 
in the figure an indication of the dlush of 
shame. So again Umbreit, p. 353; comp. 
also van Hengel. . 


caput ejus, nonin maledictum et condem- 
nationem, ut plerique existimant, sed in cor- 
rectionem et poenitudinem,’’? Jerome. 

’ Augustine, Propos. 71: ‘‘Quomodo quis- 
quam diligit eum, cui propterea cibum 
et potum dat, ut carbones ignis congerat 
super caput ejus, si carbones ignis hoc 
loco aliquem gravem poenam significant?” 
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away to revenge and retaliation) by evil (which is committed against thee), 
but overcome by the good (which thou showest to thine enemy) the evi,” bring- 
ing about the result that the enemy, put to shame by thy noble spirit, ceases 
to act malignantly against thee and becomes thy friend. ‘‘ Vincit malos per- 
tinax bonitas,” Seneca, de benef. vii. 31. Comp. de ira, ii. 82 ; Valer. Max. 
iv. 2,4. On the other hand, Soph. Hl. 308 f. : év roi¢ xaxoic | Tloaag ’or 
avdykn Kkarirndebew xaxd. We may add the appropriate remark of Erasmus 
on the style of expression throughout the chapter : ‘‘ Comparibus membris et 
incisis, similiter cadentibus ac desinentibus sie totus sermo modulatus est, ut 
nulla cantio possit esse jucundwr,” 


Notes py AMERICAN EpDITor. 


CXXVII. Ver. 1. rapaxaaé odv ipac. 


Whether we hold with Meyer or not, that the immediate connection of this 
verse through the particle ody is with xi. 35, 36, there can be little doubt that 
the Apostle intends to place the practical section of the Epistle over against the 
doctrinal section, and to found upon the latter the first and comprehensive ex- 
hortation of the opening verses of this 12th chapter. The exhortation is 
pressed upon the readers by the mercies of God, which are set forth in ch, xi., 
but which are also manifested in the progress and development of that plan 
of salvation whose central doctrine is justification by faith. 

The explanation which Meyer gives of the contents of, the exhortation is to 
be accepted, because it meets satisfactorily the demands of the case, and be- 
cause the appeal to the readers thus to consecrate themselves to God, both in 
the outer and inner man, is the most natural outgrowth of the preceding 
chapters. In those chapters the doctrine had been exhibited in its universality 
of blessing for all men, and in its universality of influence throughout the 
life of each man—tending to make every one who should receive it into his 
heart die to sin and live to holiness, and promising to every one at the end 
not only life for the spirit, but complete redemption for the body also. The 
objection urged against this view, which Meyer notices in his foot-note, is 
answered fully by him, and it is unnecessary to modify what he says, even as 
far as Weiss ed. Mey. does, so that ver. 2 is regarded as making the renewal of 
the voic the means of the rapacrijoa: ta oduata. As Meyer expresses it, Paul 
formally separates the two, The objection, that rv Aoy:xjv Aatpeiav is opposed 
to such a separation, is not well founded, for this phrase is used with especial ref- 
erence to the external and ceremonial offerings of the Jewish system, and hence 
is especially suited to this part of the exhortation. Philippi objects that the 
different tenses (aorist and present) are inconsistent with the parallelizing of the 
two verses, but the aorist in ver. 1 is easily accounted for as connected with 
the figure of offering a sacrifice—a single and definite act. In fact, the de- 
mand of the Christian teaching is as truly to renew the mind at once and bya 
single act, as it is to devote the body, or, as Philippi would say, the entire self, 
thus immediately to God. The account given above of the use of the aorist, 
therefore, is probably the true one. 
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OXXVIII. Ver. 2. ovoynyarivecOe—perapogoiobe. 


That Greek authors never used the words oyjua and pop¢7j, or their com- 
pounds, in the same sense, it may be difficult to affirm. The tendency of 
language is to some degree of freedom in such cases. It seems evident, how- 
ever, that they have different meanings at the foundation, and in their ordi- 
nary use ; and there is, apparently, no reason for denying that the Apostle inten- 
tionally employs the two words, in this place, because he desires to express 
two different shades of thought. Indeed, the fact that we find the two verbs, 
instead of one, and that their peculiarities of signification, as distinguished 
from each other, give additional force and emphasis to the entire sentence, ren- 
ders it probable that such was his intention. 


CXXIX. Vv. 3-8. 


These verses are subordinated to vv. 1, 2. Some writers regard ydp as 
explicative (e.g. Riickert, de Wette, Philippi, Shedd) ; others as causal (e.g. 
Meyer, Godet, Gifford, Beet). Probably the latter view is correct, and the pre- 
cise relation of thought expressed by the ydp is this :—I give the exhortation 
to complete consecration of the whole man to God, because it involves in it- 
self, and leads to the fulfilment of, all the particular duties of the Christian 
life which I have to urge upon you as members of the Christian church in 
Rome. The particle is grammatically, indeed, confined in its force to the 
single verse in which it stands, but in the writer’s mind it extended, no doubt, 
over all that follows. 

The first of the specific exhortations is contained in these six verses. That 
it relates to modesty and humility, as Meyer says, is evident. There is, how- 
ever, such a prominence given to the matter of gifts and offices of the spiritual 
life, that we must regard the Apostle as having a special reference, in what he 
says, to humility with respect to these. To theend of securing that proper 
and modest estimation of oneself which is a part of true Christian living, the 
limitation of oneself, in a Christian way, within the sphere of the divinely- 
assigned gifts, is essential, The ‘‘regulative standard’’ for this due estimate 
is mentioned in the words dc 6 Ocd¢ éuépioev pétpov Tiotewc, to which xara rp 
avahoyiav tie wiotews (ver. 6) corresponds, as is made evident by the connection 
in thought of the verses throughout the paragraph. The explanation of the 
meaning of pétpov ricrewc is rightly given in Meyer’s note. Paul seems evi- 
dently in many places to look upon faith as developing its vital force in differ- 
ent lines—as, for example, here, in the qualification for special works and the 
exercise of special gifts, and, in ch. xiv., in the matter of Christian knowledge 
(comp. 1 Cor. viii. 1 ff.) as related to conscientious seruples. One man, thus, has 
‘‘faith” to be a prophet, another has ‘“faith’’ to “eat all things,’’ and ‘‘ what- 
soéver is not. of ‘faith’ is sin.” Paul himself had ‘‘ faith” to be an Apostle to 
the Gentiles in the regions where others had not preached, just as he had 
‘race given to him’’ for this end. This was his ydpioua ; that is, it was that 
for which the particular development of the life-principle of Christianity with- 
in his mind and soul fitted him. It was his duty to have a sober-minded judg- 
ment of himself in accordance with this fact (sw¢poveiv), and not to go beyond 
this (irepgpoveiv map’ 5 dei gpoveiv). And so with other men. Compare what 
Paul says of himself, 2 Cor. x. 13 ff. 

The fourth and fifth verses give a ground for the bidding of ver. 3, and, at 
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the same time, carry on the thought, by way of transition, to vv. 6-8. The 
reason for the sober-minded estimate of oneself, as here stated, is that the 
church is an organism, like the human body, wherein it’is for the good, and 
even the life, of the whole that the several members should have different 
functions. But, inasmuch’as this is so, those who have particular gifts (ver. 
6 ff.) should devote themselves to the exercise of those gifts. 


CXXX,. Ver. 6. xara rhv avaroyiav rig rioTews. 


The argument presented by Meyer with regard to the construction of these 
words seems decisive. They are to he connected with mpogntretwper, which is 
supplied in thought. Weiss. ed. Mey., who, as also Tisch. 8, favors the uniting 
of the entire clause with éouev of ver. 5, urges against this view, that the pro- 
phetic gift was conditioned upon a divine inspiration and impulse, not upon 
faith, and that faith, though a necessary antecedent to the reception of the gift, 
is not the energizing force in it. These two things are true, no doubt, but this 
fact is not inconsistent with an exhortation to the prophet, such as is here given. 
All the gifts are bestowments of the grace of God—the prophetic gift more 
exclusively so, perhaps, than any other, in so far as it involves an immediate 
and momentary inspiration ;—but they are all alike (this one, as well as the 
others) bestowed according to what the Apostle here means by the yérpov rio- 
Trews, and they are to be used as they are bestowed. The xpogyrne, like the 
didoxadoc, or the didxovoc, should move within the sphere of that which the 
xapic and the nxiori¢ had qualified him for, and should not, by reason of a 
dmepppovev, reach out beyond it. The unity of the entire paragraph indicates 
this to be the thought of the writer, and, as it does this, it determines both the 
construction and the meaning of these particular words (xara x.r.2.). 

The view of this phrase which makes it mean according to the proportion, 
analogy, rule of faith (faith being taken in the sense of truths to be believed or 
a system of doctrine), is neither required by the word dvadoyiav, nor consistent 
with Paul’s use of riorc, nor harmonious with any of the parallel phrases (év 
TH Ovakovia, év TH Oiackadia, x.T.A.), hor suggested by anything in the context, 
nor within the line of the thought of ver. 3, to which vv. 6-8 are subordinate 
as giving special applications of what it suggests. 

That avadoyia answers in idea to uétpov is satisfactorily shown by Meyer, and 
hence the fact of the selection of a new word in this verse, which has been 
urged by some writers, cannot be considered an objection of any weight against 
that interpretation which makes the words equivalent to each other. 


CXXXI. Vv. 7, 8. eire 6 diddoxwy k,7.A. 


There can be no doubt, it would seem, that the one who teaches and the one 
who exhorts belong in that ‘‘ teaching’’ class of which the prophet is'a member, 
and, by reason of his special inspiration, an exalted member. On the other 
hand, it may be regarded as probable that the ‘‘ giver’ and the one who ‘‘ shows 
mercy” are in a kindred sphere with the didxovoc, as distinguished from the 
sphere.of the d:ddoxadoc. That the latter, however, are officials in the church 
is not to be inferred from any such general relationship of work, (1) There is 
no evidence that there was such a multiplication of offices in the small and 
scattered Christian bodies at this early period. (2) The probabilities in the 
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case are altogether against any such condition of things. No such offices are 
alluded to even in the latest of the Pauline Epistles—no offices, indeed, except 
that of ériokoro¢g or mpecBdirepoc and that of didxovoc, unless possibly that of 
widows. The context has no suggestion of offices in the technical sense, but 
only in the sense in which gifts involve offices. (3) The exhortation on which 
the paragraph depends is addressed to all the members of the church, and has 
reference, accordingly, to gifts which any one among them might have. (4) 
The two words kindred with didxovog are separated by a word of a different 
sort (mpoorduevoc), and one which has a closer relation with diddoxadoc. (5) 
These two words are, in themselves, not adapted to the description of church 
officials :—yeradidov¢ meaning giving or imparting, as of what belongs to the 
giver, rather than distributing, as of what belongs to the Christian company, 
and éAeov being, in its natural and ordinary use, characteristic of individuals. 
The fact that the participle tpocorayévouc is employed, in 1 Thess. v.12, as de- 
scriptive of persons who, also, ‘‘ labor among you and admonish you,” and zpoeo- 
rore¢, in 1 Tim. v. 17, in speaking of certain elders, cannot be regarded as evi- 
dence that here, where the word is used independently, it designates elders ; 
-—especially considering the position which it has between two other words, 
whose relation (if, indeed, there is any such relation at all) is with an entirely 
different office. It may be held, rather, that the use of the participle in 1 Tim. 
ili. 4, where it is applied to the éickoros, i.e. the mpeaBitepoc, with reference to 
his presiding over his own family, is a proof that, in itself, it has no such 
technical signification. 


CXXXII. Ver. 9. 7 dyarn avuréxpitoe. 


The transition here is not from offices and official dutiés to the duties of all 
members of the Church, but from that due estimate of oneself, which leads 
the Christian to move in the line of his own gifts and qualifications as one of 
a body (for the common benefit of which all are to work), to the suggestion 
of varied lines of action to which love, as the uniting principle of the common 
life of the body, would naturally lead. Hence we find the exhortation, let love 
(i.e. love to one another, not here meaning love to God) be without hypocrisy, 
placed at the beginning. This is followed by the words abhorring, ete. If 
there be a guileless love which joins itself to an abhorrence of whatever is evil 
and an ardent attachment to whatever is good, there is preparation in the man 
for each and every one of the works of the Christian life which are mentioned 
in the following verses. 


CXXXIII. Ver. 11. 76 xupig dovaAedvovrec, 


Meyer (see his critical notes at the beginning of the chapter) adopts the 
reading kaip@ on internal grounds. The external evidence, however, is very 
strong for xvpiy, and this reading is now generally adopted. (So also Weiss 
ed. Mey., and Westcott and Hort). The insertion of so general and compre- 
hensive a duty as ‘‘serving the Lord’’ in the midst of a series of such special 
and individual matters is an argument against «vpiw not lightly to be set aside. 
Such an insertion seems more improbable in a case like this, than the somewhat 
similar insertions of general words in i. 29-32 and elsewhere. Serving the op- 
portunity, the occasion or critical season, on the other hand, is a suggestion most 
appropriate as following and modifying the other two exhortations of the verse. 
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It has been objected to by de Wette and others, on the ground that it savors of 
worldly policy, rather than Christian morality, but when we observe what the 
Apostle has in mind, we find no foundation for this statement. It belongs 
both to Christian duty and to the highest Christian wisdom for the man who 
is not sluggish in respect to zeal, but fervent in spirit, to serve the occasion so 
far as to temper and direct his zeal by what it demands. The remark of de 
Wette, that the Christian may and should make use of time and opportunity, 
but should not serve it, is true, if serve be understood in a particular sense, but 
not so if it be taken in another sense. That other sense, given by Meyer in 
his note, is undoubtedly the one which Paul had in mind if he wrote xaip@. 
The textual question, therefore, lies between the external and the internal evi- 
dence, which are here opposed to each other. Generally, no doubt, the exter- 
nal authorities must decide in such cases. 
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CHAPTER XIII. 


Ver. 1. a6] Lachm. and Tisch. 8 : i714, which Griesb. also approved, accord- 
ing to preponderant evidence. But dé also retains considerable attestation 
(D* E* F G, min., Or. Theodoret, Dam.), and may easily have been displaced 
by a éné written on the margin from the following. After odoa: Elz. has éfovoia., 
which, according to a preponderance of evidence, has been justly omitted 
since Griesb. as a supplement ; and rod also before the following Geod is too 
feebly attested. — Ver. 3. to ayaO@ Epyy, GAG Tw Kax@] commended by Griesb., 
adopted by Lachm., Tisch., Fritzsche, according to A B D* FGP B®, 6. 67**, 
several vss., and Fathers. But Elz., Matth., Scholz have trav ayabav épywv, adda 
rov xaxov, A presumed emendation in case and number. — Ver. 5. avdyxy bro- 
réocecba] D E F G, Goth. It. Guelph. Ir. have merely jrordocecbe. Com- 
mended by Griesb. A marginal gloss, as the reading aviyxn (or avdyxy) brordo- 
ceobe (Lect. 7, 8, Aug., Beda, Vulg. : necessitate subditi estote ; so Luther) plainly 
shows. — Ver. 7. ody] is wanting in A B D* &*, 67**, Copt. Sahid. Vulg. ms. 
Tol. Damasc. Cypr. Aug. Ruf. Cassiod. Omitted by Lachm., Tisch., Fritzsche. 
Rightly ; for there was no ground for its omission, whereas by its insertion the 
logical connection was established. — Ver. 9. After KAéper¢ Elz. has od evdopuap- 
ruppoec, against decisive evidence. Inserted with a view to completeness. — év 
t] bracketed by Lachm., is wanting in B F G, Vulg. It. and Latin Fathers. 
But its striking appearance of superfluousness might so readily prompt its 
omission, that this evidence is too weak. — Ver. 11. The order #5n nude is deci- 
sively supported. So rightly Lachm. and Tisch. 8. Yet the latter has instead 
of jude: tudc, according to A BC P &*, min. Clem., which, however, appeared 
more suitable to eldérec and more worthy of the apostle. — Ver. 12. «ai évdvo.] 
Lachm. and Tisch. : évdvc. dé, which also Greisb. approved, according to impor- 
tant witnesses ; but it would be very readily suggested by the preceding adver- 
sative connection. 


Vv. 1-7.! The proud love of freedom of the Jews (see on John viii. 33 ; 
Matt. xxii. 17), and their tumultuary spirit thereby excited, which was 
peculiarly ardent from the time of J udas Gaulonites (see Acts v. 37 ; Jose- 
phus, Ané. xviii. 1. 1) and had shortly before broken out in Rome itself 
(Suetonius, Claud. 25 ; Dio Cassius, lx. 6 ; see Introd. § 2, and on Acts 
xviii. 2), redoubled for the Christians—among whom, indeed, even the Gen- 
tile-Christians might easily enough be led astray by the Messianic ideas 
(theocracy, kingdom of Christ, freedom and kAnpovouia of believers, etc.) 
into perverted thoughts of freedom and desires for emancipation (comp. 1 
Cor. vi. 1 ff.)--the necessity of civil obedience, seeing that they, as tonfess- 
ing the Messiah (Acts xvii. 6, 7), and regarded by the Gentiles as a Jewish 


1 For gaod practical observations on this passage, see Harless, Staat u. Kirche, 1870. 
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sect, were much exposed to the suspicion of revolutionary enterprise. The 
danger thus lay, not indeed exclusively (Mangold, Beyschlag), but primari- 
ly and mostly, on the side of the J ewish-Christians, not on that of the Gen- 
tile-Christians, as Th. Schott, in the interest of the view that Paul desired 
to prepare the Roman church to be the base of operations of his western 
mission to the Gentiles, unhistorically assumes. And was not Rome, the 
very seat of the government of the world, just the place above all others 
where that danger was greatest, and where nevertheless the whole Christian 
body, of the Jewish as well as of the Gentile section, had to distinguish it- 
self by exemplary civil order? Hence we have here the—in the Pauline 
epistles unique—detailed and emphatic inculeation of obedience towards the muag- 
istracy, introduced without link of connection with what precedes, as a new 
subject.’ Baur, I. p. 384 f., thinks that Paul is here combating Hbionitic 
dualism, which regarded the secular magistrate as of non-divine, devilish 
origin. As if Paul could not, without any such antithesis, have held it to 
be necessary to inculcate upon the Romans the divine right of the state- 
authority ! Moreover, he would certainly not merely have kept his eye upon 
that dualism in regard to its practical manifestations (Baur’s subterfuge), 
but would have combated it in principle, and thereby have grasped it at the 
root.—The partial resemblance, moreover, which exists between vv. 1—4 
and 1 Pet. ii. 13, 14 is not sufficient to enable us to assume that Peter made 
use of our passage, or that Paul made use of Peter’s epistle ; a view, which 
has been lately maintained especially by Weiss, Petrin. Lehrbegr. p. 416 f£., 
and in the Stud, wu. Krit. 1865, 4 ; see, on the other hand, Huther on 1 Pet. 
Introd. § 2. Paul doubtless frequently preached a similar doctrine orally 
respecting duty towards the heathen magistracy. And the power of his 
preaching was sufficiently influential in moulding the earliest ecclesiastical 
language, to lead even a Peter, especially on so peculiar a subject, involun- 
tarily to echo the words of Paul which had vibrated through the whole 
church. Compare the creative influence of Luther upon the language of 
the church. 

Ver. 1. aoa vx] In the sense of every man, but (comp. on ii. 9) of man 
conceived in reference to his soul-nature, in virtue of which he consciously 
feels pleasure and displeasure (rejoices, is troubled, etc.), and cherishes 
corresponding impulses. There lies a certain pathos in the significant : 
every soul, which at once brings into prominence the wniversality of the duty. 
Comp. Acts ii. 43, iii, 23 ; Rev. xvi. 3. [See Note CXXXIV. p. 500. | — é£ov- 


oialc bmepex. | magistrates high in standing (without the article). izepey. (sce 


1 It is vain to seek for connections, when 
Paul himself indicates none. Thus, e¢.g., we 
are not to say that the mention of private 
injuries leads him to speak of behaviour 
towards the heathen magistracy (Tholuck 
and older expositors). He does not in fact 


represent the latter as hostile. Arbitrarily al- . 


so Th. Schott (comp. Borger) thinks that the 
discourse passes from subordination under 
God, to whom belongs vengeance, to sub- 


ordination under the executors of the divine 
exdixnots. As though Paul in xii. 19 could 
have thought of such an é«diknois! Just as 
arbitrary, without any hint in the text, is 
the view of Hofmann: Paul makes the tran- 
sition from the social life of men in general 
to their conduct in political organization, 
which also belongs to the good, wherewith one 
is to overcome the evil, 
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Wisd. vi. 5 ; 1 Pet. ii. 138 ; 1 Tim. ii. 2; 2 Mace. iii. 11) is added, in order 
to set forth the irordoo. — brép and iné being correlative—as corresponding 
to the standpoint of the magistracy itself (comp. the German : hohe Obrig. 
keiten) ; the motive of obedience follows.— There is no magistracy apart 
Jrom God expresses in general the proceeding of all magistracy whatever from 
God, and then this relation is still more precisely defined, in respect of those 
magistracies which exist in concreto as'a divine institution, by ind Ocov Tterayy. 
eioiv." Thus Paul has certainly expressed the divine right of magistracy, 
which Christian princes especially designate by the expression ‘by the grace 
of God” (since the time of Louis the Pious). And ai dé oboa, the extant, 
actually existing, allows no exception, such as that possibly of tyrants or 
usurpers (in opposition to Reiche). The Christian, according to Paul, ought 
to regard any magistracy whatever, provided its rule over him subsists de 
facto, as divinely ordained, since it has not come into existence without the 
operation of God’s will ; and this applies also to tyrannical or usurped 
power, although such a power, in the counsel of God, is perhaps destined 
merely to be temporary and transitional. From this point of view, the 
Christian obeys not the human caprice and injustice, but the will of God, 
who—in connection with His plan of government inaccessible to human in- 
sight—has presented even the unworthy and unrighteous ruler as the oica 
éfovoia, and has made him the instrument of His measures. Questions as to 
special cases—such as how the Christian is to conduct himself in political 
catastrophes, what magistracy he is to look upon in such times as the oica 
éSovgia, as also, how he, if the command of the magistrate is against the 
command of God, is at any rate to obey God rather than men (Acts v. 29), 
etc.—Paul here leaves unnoticed, and only gives the main injunction of 
obedience, which he does not make contingent on this or that form of con- 
stitution. By no means, however, are we to think only of the magisterial 
office as instituted by God (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and others), but 
rather of the magistracy in its concrete persons and members as the bearers 
of the divinely ordained office. Comp. oi dpyovrec, ver. 8, and vv. 4, 6, 7; 
Dion. Hal. Antt. xi. 32 ; Plut. Philop. 17 ; Tit. iii. 1; also Martyr. Polyc. 
10.—Observe, moreover, that Paul has in view Gentile magistrates in con- 
creto ; consequently he could not speak more specially of that which Chris- 
tian magistrates have on their part to do, and which Christian subjects in 
their duty of obedience for God and right’s sake are to expect and to require 
from them, although he expresses in general—by repeatedly bringing for- 
ward the fact that magistrates are the servants of God (vv. 3, 4), indeed 
ministering servants of God (ver. 6)—the point of view from which the dis- 
tinctively Christian judgment as to the duties and rights of magistrate and 
subject respectively must proceed. 

Ver. 2. ‘Qore] Since it is instituted by God. —é dyriracc.] Note the cor- 
relation of avtiraco., irotacc., and retayu. The latter stands in the middle, 
— éavroic] Dativus incommodi: their resistance to the divinely-ordained 


1Comp. Hom. J/. ii. 204 ff., ix. 38,98 ; Soph. 2 Comp. Jul. Miiller, dogmat. Abh. p. 651. 
Phil. 140, e¢ al.; Xen. Rep. Lac. 15. 2. : 
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magistracy will issue in their own self-destruction ; comp. ii. 5; 1 Cor. xi. 
29. According to Hofmann (who in his Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 443, even im- 
ported a contrast to r@ Kxvpiw, as in xiv. 6, 7), éavroi¢ is to be viewed as in 
contrast to the Christian body as such; the punishment to be suffered is a 
judgment which lights on the doers personally, and is not put to the account 
of their Christian standing. This explanation (‘‘ they have to ascribe the pun- 
ishment to themselves solely”) is incorrect, because it obtrudes on the text a 
purely fictitious antithesis, and because the apostle lays down the relation 
to the magistracy quite generally, not from the specific point of view of Chris- 
tian standing, according to which his readers might perhaps have supposed 
that they had become foreign to the political commonwealth. Had this 
comprehensive error in principle been here in Paul’s view, in how entirely 
different a way must he have expressed what he intended than by the single 
expression éavroic, into which, moreover, that alleged thought would have 
first to be imported !—xpiua] a judgment, is understood of itself, according 
to the connection, as a penal judgment. Comp. ii. 2, 3, iii. 8; 1 Cor. xi. 
29; Gal. v. 10; Mark xii. 40. From whom they will receive it, is decided 
by the fact that with oi dé avOeornxérec, according to the context, rH rov Oso 
dvatayy is again to be supplied. It is therefore a penal judgment of God, as 
the executors of which, however, the dpyovrec are conceived, as ver. 3 proves. 
Consequently the passage does not relate to eternal punishment (Reiche and 
others), but to the temporal punishment which God causes to be inflicted 
by means of the magistrates. Philippi prefers to leave xpiva without more 
special definition (comp. also Riickert) ; but against this is the considera- 
tion, that ver. 3 can only arbitrarily be taken otherwise than as assigning 
the ground of what immediately precedes. 

Ver. 3. Oi yap... . kax@] Ground assigned for éavroic¢ kpiwa Afovta.’ —r¢ 
ayabo épyw| The good work and the evil work? are personified. We are not 
here to compare ii. 7 or ii. 15 (Reiche, de Wette). — $68oc] a terror, i.e. for- 
midandi.* — 6é| the simple yeraBatixéy. The proposition itself may be either 
wmterrogatory (Beza, Calvin, and others, including Lachmann, Tischendorf, 
Ewald, Hofmann), or as protasis in categorical form (see on 1 Cor. vii. 18, 
and Pflugk, ad Hur. Med. 386). So Luther and others, including Tholuck 
and Philippi. The former is more lively, the latter more appropriate and 
emphatic, and thus more in keeping with the whole character of the adjoin- 
ing context. — éracvov] praise, testimony of approbation (which the magistrate 


1 For if resistance to the éfovoia were not 
to draw the divine punishment after it, the 
relative position of rulers and subjects 
would necessarily be such, that in good be- 
haviour people would have to stand in fear 
of them (which would in fact annul the di- 
vine ordinance) ; the converse, however, is 
the case with them, viz., they are a terror 
to evil deeds. The yap consequently estab- 
lishes neither, generally, the duty of obedi- 
ence to the magistracy (Philippi), nor the 
sense imported by Hofmann into éavrois. If 
the bearers of magisterial power were # 


terror to good works, the maxim of resist- 
ance (to obey God rather than men) would 
assert its right, and we should have to say 
with Neoptolemus in Soph. Philoct. 1235 
(1251): £¥v To Sixaiw Tov gdv ov TapBo PdBov, 

2 Beyond the work, and to the intention, 
the prerogative of the magistrate does not 
extend. Comp. Harless, /.c. 

3 For examples of the same use, see 
Kypke, II. p. 188. Comp. Lobeck, Paralip. 
p. 513; just so the Latin timor, e.g. Propert. 
iii. 5. 40, 
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is wont to bestow ; see also Philo, Vit. M. i. p. 626 C) ; not any more than 
in ii. 29, 1 Cor. iv. 5, reward (Calvin, Loesner, and others), Grotius rightly 
remarks : ‘‘Cum haec scriberet Paulus, non saeviebatur Romae in Chris- 
tianos.” It was still the better time of Nero’s rule. But the proposition 
has a general validity, which is based on the divinely-ordained position of 
the magistracy, and is not annulled by their injustices in practice, which 
Paul had himself so copiously experienced. Comp. 1 Pet. ii. 14. 

Ver. 4. Oot... dya6év| Establishment of the preceding thought—that 
the well-doer has not to fear the magistrate, but to expect praise from him 
—by indicating the relation of the magistracy to God, whose servant (dd- 
kovoc, feminine, as in xvi. 1; Dem. 762. 4, and frequently) it is, and to the 
subjects, for whose benefit (defence, protection, blessing) it is so. The coi is 
the ethical relation of the Ooi diakov. éor1, and ei¢ 7d dyafdv adds the more 
precise definition. —oi yap cix] for not without corresponding reason (fre- 
quently so in classical Greek), but in order actually to use it, should the 
case require. —r7v udyarp. gopet]| What is meant is not the dagger, which 
the Roman emperors and the governing officials next to them were accus- 
’ tomed to wear as the token of their jus vitae et necis (Aurel. Vict. {3 ; Gro- 
tius and Wetstein in loc.) ; for uwdyaipa, although denoting dagger = rapa- 
6c in the classics,’ means in the N. T. always sword, vill. 35, according to 
Xen. 7. eg. xii. 11 (but comp. Kriiger, Xen. Anab. i. 8. 7), differing by its 
curved ferm from the straight &i¢oc ; and also among the Greeks the bear- 
ing of the sword (Philostr. Vit. Ap. vii. 16) is expressly used to represent that 
power of the magistrates. They bore it themselves, and in solemn proces- 
sions it was borne before them. See Wolf, Cur. On the distinction be- 
tween ¢opéw (the continued habit of bearing) and gépw, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. 
p. 585. —Ocov yap didx. x.7.4.] ground assigned for the assurance ov« eixy 
T. #. ¢., in which the previously expressed proposition is repeated with em- 
phasis, and now its penal reference is’ appended. — éxd:xog ei¢ dpynv K.7.A. | 
_ avenging (1 Thess. iv. 6 ; Wisd. xii. 12 ; Ecclus. xxx. 6 ; Herodian, vii. 4. 
10 ; Aristaenet. i. 27) in behalf of wrath (for the execution of wrath) for_ 
him who does evil. This dative of reference is neither dependent on éoriv, 
the position of which is here different from the previous one (in opposition 
to Hofmann) nor on ¢i¢ opyfv (Flatt) ; it belongs to éxdcxog ei¢ opy. Eig opygv 
is not ‘‘ superfluous and cumbrous” (de Wette),” but strengthens the idea. 
We may add that our passage proves (comp. Acts xxv. 11) that the abo- 
lition of the right of capital punishment deprives the magistracy of a power 
which is not merely given to it in the O. T., but is alse Jecisively confirmed 
in the N. T., and which it (herein lies the sacred limitation and responsi- 
bility of this power) possesses as God’s minister ; on ~hich account its ap- 
plication is to be upheld as a principle with reference to those cases at law, 
where the actual satisfaction of the divine Nemesis ehbsolutely demands it, 


1See Spitzner on Hom. J. xviii. 597; EN* 1.3.4. ef a. Chrys. Theodoret, before 
Duncan, Lex, ed. Rost, p. 715. éxduxos, Which }sinck approves, is to be ex- 
2 The same opinion gave rise to the omis- — plained by a@ incorrect restoration of the 
sion of els opy. in D* FG, 177. ef al. Clar. dropped-out word. 
Boern, And the fact that it is found in 
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while at the same time the right of pardon is still to be kept open for 
all concrete cases. The character of being unchristian, of barbarism, etc., 
does not adhere to the right itself, but to its abuse in legislation and practice. 
Ver. 5. The necessity of obedience is of such a character, that it is not 
merely externally suggested (by reason of the punishment to be avoided), 
but is based also on moral grounds ; and these two considerations are ex- 
hibited by 6:6 as the result of all that has been hitherto said (vv. 1-4). It 
is clear, accordingly, that avdyxy is not specially the moral necessity, but is to 
be taken generally, as it is only with the second dé that the moral side of 
the notion is brought forward. — dud rv opyhy] on account of the magistrate’s 
wrath, ver. 4.— dia tiv ovveid.] on account of one’s own conscience, bia Td 
TAnpovv Ta TpoofKovta, Theodoret. It is with the Christian the Christian con- 
science, which as such is bound by God’s ordinance. Hence 1 Pet. ii. 13: 
dia tov kbpiov. Aptly Melanchthon : ‘‘ Nulla potentia humana, nulli exer- 
citus magis muniunt imperia, quam haec severissima lex Dei : necesse est 
obedire propter conscientiam.” Both definitions given with da belong, 
however, to avdyxy (sc. éori), which bears the emphasis, like Heb. ix. 23. 
Ver. 6. Hor on this account you pay taxes—this is the confirmation of ver. 5, 
Srom the actually subsisting payment of taxes ; yap retains it¢ sense assigning 
a reason, and the emphatic dca rovto (from this ground) is exactly in accord- 
ance with the context : 67 ob pévov dia THY bpyyv, GAAG Kai bia THY ovvEidnoty 
avayKn éotwv brordocecba. At the basis of the argument lies the view, that 
the existing relation of tax-paying is a result of the necessity indicated in ver. 
5, and consequently the confirmation of it. If d:a rotro be referred to vv. 
14: ‘ut magistratus Dei mandatu homines maleficos puniant, proborum 
saluti prospiciant,” Fritzsche (comp. Calvin, Tholuck, de Wette, Borger), 
ver. 5 is arbitrarily passed over. It follows, moreover, from our passage, 
that the refusal of tawes is the practical rejection of the necessity stated in 
ver. 5. Others take redeire as imperative (Heumann, Morus, Tholuck, Klee, 
Reiche, Kéllner, Hofmann), Against this the yép, which might certainly 
be taken with the imperative (see on vi. 19), is not indeed decisive ; but 
Paul himself gives by his ody, ver. 7, the plain indication that he is passing 
for the first time in ver. 7 to the language of summons, which he now also 
introduces, not with the present, but with the aorist. — xai| also denotes the 
relation corresponding to ver. 5. It is not ‘‘ a downward climax” (Hofmann : 
‘even this most external performance of subjection’’), of which there is no 
indication at all either in the text or in the thing itself. The latter is, 


- 


on the contrary, the immediate practical voucher most accordant with the - 


experience of every subject. —reAcire] Paul does not in this appeal to his 
readers’ own recognition of what was said in ver. 5 (the summons in ver. 7 is 
opposed to this), but to what subsists as matter of fact. — re:tovpyoi yap Oeod 
x.T.4. | justifies the fundamental statement, expressed by dé toiro, of the act- 
ual bearing of the payment of taxes : for they are ministering servants of God, 
persevering in activity on this very behalf (on no other). The thought in ver. 
4, that the magistracy is Oeov didxovoc, is here by way of climax more precisely 
defined through Aerovpyot (which is therefore prefived with emphasis) ac- 
cording to the official sacredness of this relation of service, and that conform- 
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ably to the Christian view of the magisterial calling, Accordingly, those 
who rule, in so far as they serve the divine counsel and will, and em- 
ploy their strength and activity to this end, are to be regarded as persons 
whose administration has the character of a divinely consecrated sacrificial 
service, a priestly nature (xv. 16 ; Phil. ii. 17, et al.). Thisrenders the prop- 
osition the more appropriate for confirmation of the dd rovro k.7.4., Which 
is a specifically religious one. — Aectovpyot Oecd] is predicate, and the subject 
is understood of itself from the context : they, namely magisterial persons (oi 
apyovrec). Incorrectly as regards linguistic usage, Reiche, Kéllner, Olshausen 
take mpocxapr. to be the subject, in which case certainly the article before 
the participle would be quite indispensable (Reiche erroneously appeals to 
Matt. xx. 16, xxii. 14). — cic aivtd tovro] Telic direction not of Aettovpy. (Hof- 
mann), but of rpockapr. : for this very object, by which is meant not the ad- 
ministration of tax-paying (Olshausen, Philippi, and older interpreters), but 
the just mentioned Jecrovpyciv 7H Oc, in which vocation, so characteristic- 
ally sacred, the magistracy is continually and assiduously active, and the 
subject gives toit the means of being so, namely, taxes. Thus the payment 
of taxes is placed by Paul under the highest point of view of a religious con- 
scientious duty, so that by means of it the divine vocation of the magistracy 
~ to provide a constantly active sacrificial cultus of God is promoted and facili- 
tated. If ei¢ aitd rovro was to be referred to the administration of taxes, this 
would not indeed be ‘‘ nonsensical” (Hofmann), but the emphatic mode of 
expression aitd rovro would be without due motive, nor could we easily per- 
ceive why Paul should have selected the verb xpooxapr., which expresses the 
moral notion perseverare. The reference of it to the nearest great thought, 
Aettoupyot x.T.A., excludes, the more weighty and appropriate that it is, any 
other reference, even that of Hofmann, that aid rovro points back to the same 
proposition as dca rovro.—Instead of ei¢ aitd rovro, Paul might have said airw 
Tovr@ (xii. 12) ; he has, however, conceived mpooxapt. absolutely, and given 
with cic the definition of its aim." Comp. on the absolute mpookaptepetv, Num. 
xiii. 20 ; Xen. Hell. vii. 5, 14. 

Ver. 7. Hortatory application of the actual state of the case contained in 
vv. 5, 6 : perform therefore your duties to all (comp. on 1 Cor. vii. 3), ete. 
—a brief summary (arddore . . . decd.) and distributive indication of that 
which is to be rendered to all magisterial persons generally (aor), and to in- 
dividuals in particular (tax officers, customs officers, judicial and other 
functionaries), both really (¢époc, réAoc) and personally (¢6Boc, tiuz). [See 
Note CXXXYV. p. 501.] — xaov] to be referred to magistrates, not to all men 
generally (Estius, Klee, Reiche, Gléckler, comp. also Ewald) ; this is mani- 
festly, from the whole connection—and especially from the following speci- 
fication, as also from the fact that the language only becomes general at 
ver. 8—the only reference in conformity with the text. — r@ rdv ddpor] se. 
aratowvtt, Which flows logically from 4x6dore maou r. 6g. (Winer, p. 548 
[E. T. 590]; Buttmann, p. 338 [E. T. 395]), and is also suitable to r. o6Bov 
and r. tyu4v ; for, in fact, the discourse is concerning magistrates, who— 
and that not merely as respects the notions of that time—do certainly, in ac- 
cordance with their respective positions of power and performances of service, 
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demand fear and honour. — ¢épo¢ and réAo¢ are distinguished as tages (on per- 
sons and property) and customs (on goods). See on Luke xx. 22. — @é6foe, 
tiyuh, fear (not merely reverence), veneration. The higher and more power- 
ful the magisterial personages, the more they laid claim, as a rule, to be 
Seared ; otherwise and lower in the scale, at least to be honowred with the _ 
respect attaching to their office. . 

Vv. 8-14. General exhortation, to love (vv. 8-10), and to a Christian walk 
generally (vv. 11-14). 

Ver. 8. Mydevi pndév ddetdere] negatively the same thing, only generally re- 
ferred to the relation to everybody—and therewith Paul returns to the general 
duty of Christians—which was before said positively in ver. 7 : arédote maou 
rac ddeAdce. By this very parallel, and decisively by the subjective nega- 
tions, dge/Aere is determined to be imperative: ‘‘ Leave toward no one any 
obligation unfulfilled, reciprocal love excepted,” wherein you neither can, nor 
moreover are expected, ever fully to discharge your obligation. The inev- 
haustibility of the duty of love, the claims of which are not discharged, but 
renewed and accumulated with fulfilment, is expressed. Comp. Origen, 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Oecumenius, Theophylack Augustine, Beza, Grotius, 
Wetstein, Bengel (‘‘ amare debitum immortale”), and many others, includ- 
ing Tholuck, Riickert, Reithmayr, de Wette, Philippi, Ewald, Umbreit, 
Hofmann. The point lies in the fact that, while dgeiAere applies to those ev- 
ternal performances to which one is bound (‘‘ obligatio civilis,” Melanch- 
thon), in the case of the dyarav it means the higher moral obligation, in vir- 
tue of which with the quotidie solvere is connected the semper debere (Origen). 
The objections of Reiche to the imperative rendering quite overlook the fact, 
that with ei yy rd dAAGA. ay. the ddeiAere again to be supplied is to be taken 
not objectively (remain owing mutual love !), but subjectively, namely, from 
the consciousness of the impossibility of discharging the debt of love. But 
Reiche’s own view (so also Schrader, following Heumann, Semler, Koppe, 
Rosenmiiller, Béhme, Flatt, and by way of suggestion, Erasmus), that 69. is 
indicative: ‘all your obligations come back to love,” is decidedly incor- 
rect, for ob must then have been used, as e.g. in Plato’s testament (Diogenes 
Laert. iii. 48) : ddeiAw & oddevi obdév. The passages adduced on the other 
hand by Reiche from Wetstein are not in point, because they have v4 with 
a participle or infinitive. Fritzsche (comp. Baumgarten-Crusius and Krehl) : 
Be owing no one anything ; only ‘‘ mutwum amorem v08 hominibus debere cen- 
sete.” Thereby the whole thoughtfulness, the’ delicate enamel of the pas- 

sage, is obliterated, and withal there is imported an idea (censete) which is 
not there. — 6 yap ayam. «.t.A.) A summons to unceasing compliance with 
the command of love having been contained in the preceding & pj Td adAy- 
ove ayarav, Paul now gives the ground of this summons by setting forth the 
high moral dignity and significance of love, which is nothing less than the 
fulfilment of the law. Comp. Gal. v. 14; Matt. xxii. 34 ff. —rdv érepor] 
belongs to ayaréy : the other, with whom the loving subject has to do (comp. 
ii. 1, 21; 1 Cor. iv. 6, vi. 1, xiv. 17; Jas. iv. 12, et al.). Incorrectly Hof- 
mann ' holds that it belongs to véuov : the further, the remaining law. For 


1 Who objects with singular erroneousness to the ordinary connection with ayar., 
\ 
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the usage of érepoc and dAAo¢ in the sense of otherwise existing (see thereon 
Kriiger, Xen. Anabd. i. 4. 2; Néiigelsbach, z. Ilias, p. 250 f.) is here quite in- 
applicable ; Paul must at least have written kai tag étepac évtoAdg (Comp. 
also Luke xxiii. 32 ; Plato, Rep. p. 357 C, and Stallbaum in loc.). But most 
intelligibly and simply he would have written rdv wdvta véuov, as in Gal. v. 
14. It is impossible to explain the singular 6 érepoc collectively (with an ir- 
relevant appeal to Rost, § 98, B. 3. 5) ; érepog véuoc could only be another 
(second) law (comp. Rom. vii. 23), and 6 érepoc v., therefore, the definite 
other of two ; Kithner, II. 1, p. 548. — renAgpuxe] present of the completed 
action, asin ii. 25 ; in and with the loving there has taken place (comp. on Gal. 
vy. 14) what the Mosaic law prescribes (namely, in respect of duties towards 
one’s neighbour, see vv. 9, 10 ; inasmuch as he who loves does not commit 
adultery, does not kill, does not steal, does not covet, etc.). But though 
love is the fulfilment of the law, it is nevertheless not the subjective cause 
of justification, because all human fulfilment of the law, even love, is in- 
complete, and only the complete fulfilment of the law would be our right- 
eousness. Rightly Melanchthon: ‘ Dilectio est impletio legis, item est 
justitia, si id intelligatur de idea non de tali dilectione, qualis est in hac 
vita.” 

Ver. 9. "Avakegadaiovtac] ovvTéuwe kal év Bpaxet TO wav araptiletat TOV EvTOA@Y 
7d pyov, Chrysostom. But ava is not to be neglected (is again comprised ; 
see on Eph. i. 10), and is to be referred to the fact that Lev. xix. 18 recapitu- 
lates, summarily repeats, the other previously adduced commands in reference 
to one’s neighbour. Comp. Thilo, ad Cod. Apoer. p. 223. — The arrange- 
ment which makes the fifth? commandment follow the siath is also found in 
Mark x. 19, Luke xviii. 20 (not in Matt. xix. 18), Jas. ii. 11, in Philo, de 
decal., and Clement of Alexandria, Strom. vi. 16. The LXX. have, accord- 
ing to Cod. A, the order of the Masoretic original text ; but in Cod. B the 
sixth commandment stands immediately after the fourth, then the seventh, 
and afterwards the fifth ; whereas at Deut. v. 17, according to Cod. B, the 
order of the series is: siz, five, seven in the LXX., as here in Paul. The 
latter followed copies of the LX X. which had the same order. The deviations 
of the LXX. from the original text in such a case can only be derived from a 
diversity of tradition in determining the order of succession in the decalogue, 
not from speculative reasons for such a determination, for which there is no 
historical basis.? — On ayar. d¢ éavrdy,* see on Matt. xxii. 39. 


that Paul would surely (!) have written o 
yap Tov érepov ayanav Tov vépov memdjp. AS 
though the very order 6 ayamév tov érepov 
were not the most common of all (viii. 38, 
87; 1 Cor. ii. 9; Gal. ii. 20; Eph. v. 28, e¢ al.)! 
Quite as common is the use of véuos without 
the article for the (comp. ver. 10) Mosaic 
law ; see on ii. 12. 

1 Reckoning according to the Lutheran 
mode of division. 

2 This also against Hofmann, who thinks 
that the order of succession in our passage 
might be founded on the fact that the rela- 


tion of man and woman according to the order 
of creation is earlier than that of man and 
man, ete. An arbitrarily invented reason, 
which indeed must have occasioned the 
transposition of the fourth commandment 
to a place after the sixth. . 

3 Of the reading ceavrév (Lachm., Tisch.), 
although preponderantly attested, we must 
judge asin Gal. v. 4. In the Greek writers 
also the emendation ceavr. is very frequent- 
ly found in the codd. instead of éavr., where 
by the latter the second person is meant. 
See especially Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 4. 9. 
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Ver. 10. Since all, that the law forbids us to do to our neighbour, is 
morally evt/, Paul may now summarily conclude his grounding of the com- 
mandment of love, as he here does. — épyéteo#ai with ri ru instead of Twa Tt 
is also found, though not frequently, in the Greek writers ; comp. 2 Mace. 
xiv. 40; Eur. Hee. 1085 and Pflugk in loc.; Kiihner, II. 1, p. 277.— rAgpopa 
vopnov 7 aydrn] 6 yap ayaréy tov érepov vépov meTAqpwKe, Ver. 8. ° Other inter- 
pretations of rAgpeua (‘id quod in lege summum est,” Ch. Schmidt, 
Rosenmiiller ; ‘‘ plus enim continet quam lex, est everriculum omnis injus- 
titiae,” Grotius ; see on the other hand Calovius) are opposed to the con- 
text. Comp. Gal. v. 14, where the point of view of the fulfilment of the 
law by love is still more comprehensive. Observe, moreover, that rA4puya 
is not equivalent to 7A#pworc, but in the love of one’s neighbour that whereby 
the law is fulfilled has taken place and is realized. —The commentary on this 
point, how love works no ill to one’s neighbour, is given by Paul in 1 Cor. 
xiii. 4-7. 

Ver. 11. For compliance with the preceding exhortation to love, closing 
with ver. 10, Paul now presents a further weighty motive to be pondered, 
and then draws in turn from this (vv. 12 ff.) other exhortations to a Chris- 
tian walk generally. —xa? rovro] our and that, i.e. and indeed, especially as 
you, etc. It adds something peculiarly worthy of remark—here a further 
motive particularly to be noted—to the preceding. See on this usage, 
prevalent also in the classics (which, however, more frequently use xa? raira), 
Hartung, I. p. 146; Baeumlein, Partik. p. 147. Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 6, 8; 
Eph. ii. 8 ; Phil. i. 28 ; Heb. xi. 12. That to which here ropro points back 
is the injunction expressed in ver. 8, and more precisely elucidated in vv. 
8-10, pndevi undév dgeidere, ei pi) x.7.A. The repetition of it is represented by 
Tovto, so that thus eidére¢ attaches itself to the injunction which is again 
present in the writer’s conception, and hence all supplements (Bengel and 
several others, roeire ; Tholuck, ro:juev) are dispensed with. The connec- 
tion of rovro with eidérec (Luther, Gléckler) complicates the quite simple lan- 
guage, as is also done by Hofmann, who makes rdv xacpév the object of roiro 
eidérec, and brings out the following sense : ‘“‘and having this knowledge of 
the time, that, or, and so knowing the time, that.” Even in Soph. O. T. 37? 
xai ravr’ is simply and indeed ; the use of rovro as absolute object is irrelevant 
here (see Bernhardy, p. 106 ; Kithner, II. 1, p. 266), because rovro in the 
sense of in such a manner would necessarily derive its more precise contents 
from what precedes. That which Hofmann means, Paul might have express- 
ed by x. roiro eid. tov xarpov : Ktihner, II. 1, p- 288. —eidérec] not consider- 
antes (Grotius and others), but : since you know the (present) period, namely, 
in respect of its awakening character (see what follows). —6érc dpa x.7.A.] 
Epexegesis of cidér. tov xapdv : that, namely, it is high time that we Jinally 
(without waiting longer, see Klotz, ad Devar. p. 600) should wake out of 
sleep. ij6n does not belong to dpa, but to puac 2 trvov éy., and by trvoc is 
denoted figuratively the condition in which the true moral activity of life is 
bound down and hindered by the power of sin. In this we must observe with 


1 Hofmann (citing ver. 42) professes to ever, makes noremark upon the xai radr’ of 
have compared Wunder in loc., who, how- the passage, p. 18, ed. 3. 
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what right Paul requires this byepOqvas é& irvov of the regenerate (he even in- 
cludes himself). He means, forsooth, the fudd moral awakening, the ethical 
elevation of life in that final doar which is requisite in order to stand 
worthily before the approaching Son of man (see immediately below, viv yap 
K.T.2.); and in comparison with this the previous moral condition, in which 
much of a sinful element was always hindering the full expression of life, 
appears to him still as irvoc, which one must finally lay aside as on awaken- 
ing- out of morning slumber. The Christian life has its new epochs of 
awakening, like faith (see on John ii. 11), and love to the Lord (John xiy. 
28), and the putting on of Christ (ver. 14). This applies also in opposition 
to Reiche, who, because Christians were already awakened from the ethical 
sleep, explains trvo¢ as an image of the state of the Christian on earth, in so 
Jar as he only at first forecasts and hopes for blessedness,—quite, however, 
against the Pauline mode of conception elsewhere (Eph. v. 14 ; 1 Thess. 
v. 6 ff.; comp. also 1 Cor. xv. 34). — viv yap «.7.4.] Proof of the preceding 
épa k.t.A4, The viv is related to 77 not as the line to the point (Hofmann, 
following Hartung), but as the objective Now to the subjective (present in con- 
sciousness) ; comp. on the latter, Baeumlein, Partik. p. 140 ff. viv is related 
to apte (comp. on Gal. i. 10) as line to point. — juév] Does this belong to the 
adverb éyybrepov (Beza, Castalio, and others, including Philippi, Hofmann), 
or to 7 owrnpia (Luther, Calvin, and others, following the Vulgate)? The 
former is most naturally suggested by the position of the words ; the latter 
would allow an emphasis, for which no motive is assigned, to fall upon 7dr. 

— 1 owrnpia] the Messianic salvation, namely, in its completion, as introduced 
by the Parousia, which Paul, along with the whole apostolical church, 

regarded as near, always drawing nearer, and setting in even before the decease of 
the generation. Comp. Phil. iv. 5 ; 1 Pet. iv. 7 ; see also Weiss, bibl. Theol. 

p. 426. Not recognizing the inter fact, —notwithstanding that Paul brings 
emphatically into account the short time from his conversion up to the 
present time of his writing (viv),"—commentators have been forced to very 
perverted interpretations ; e.g. that deliverance by death was meant (Photius 
and others), or the destruction of Jerusalem, a fortunate event for Chris- 
tianity (Michaelis, following older interpreters), or the preaching among the 
Gentiles (Melanchthon), or the inner owrnpia, the spiritual salvation of Chris- 
tianity (Flacius, Calovius, Morus, Flatt, Benecke, Schrader, comp. Gléckler). 

Rightly and clearly ehrcianierns SayS: émi Oipace yap, dyoiv, 6 THE 
Comp. Theodore of Mopsuestia : cwrnpiav 62 mpdv 
Kade THY avdorao.y, éresdy Tore THE aAnOivye arroAabouev owtypiac. But the nearer 
the blessed goal, the more wakeful and vigilant we should be. —# ére émior. | 


kKpioews éornke Karpoc. 


1 viv, as Well as éyyvrepov yuav and  owrnpia, 
the latter in the final-historical sense, is to be 
left textually in the clear and definite literal 
meaning, in contradistinction to which 
inexact and vacillating generalizations of 
the concrete relation expressed by Paul, 
which mix up the nearness of time with the 
ethical approach, appear inadmissible. 
This applies also against Hofmann, accord- 


ing to whom the expectation of the near 
return of Christ is not found at all in the 
Epistle to the Romans (see Hofmann on 
Col. p. 181); and Paul is here supposed to 
say that salvation came near to them,at the 
time when they became believers through the 
very fact of their becoming believers (?), but 
that now, after that they are believers (2), it 
stands so much (?) the nearer to them. 
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than when we became believers ;! 1 Cor. iii. 5, xv. 2; Gal. ii. 16; Mark xvi. 
16 ; Acts xix. 2, and frequently. ; 

Ver. 12. To tmvoc corresponds here as correlate 7 vif, i.e. the time before the 
Parousia, which ceases, when with the Parousia the day arrives. vii and jyépa 
are accordingly figures for the aidv ovro¢ and péAAwr, and juépa is not equivalent 
to owrnpia (de Wette), but the day brings the curnpia. [See Note CXXXVI. p. 
502.] Comp. Heb. x. 25.— The image is appropriate ; for in regard to the 
knowledge, righteousness, and glory which will have a place in the future 
aidv, this approaching blessed time will be related to the imperfect present 
time as day to night. Theodore of Mopsuestia aptly remarks : 7 é pav xa2ei 
TOv aT THe TOU XpioTov Tapovoiacg Kaipév. . . ViKTa dé TOY TPd TobTOV ypdvov. — 
mpoékopev| not : is past (Luther), but : has made progress, processit (see Gal.i. 
14 ; Lukeii. 52 ; 2 Tim. ii. 46 ; Lucian, Soloec. 6 ; Joseph. Bell. iv. 4. 6), so 
that the day is no longer distant. It is very possible that Paul conceived 
- to himself the time of the approach of the Parousia as the time of twilight, 
with which conception both the preceding pa jyac 767 x.t.A. and the follow- 
ing aroféyueba aptly agree. — arofdpueba] as one puts off garments. This way of 
conceiving it (in opposition to Fritzsche and Hofmann) corresponds to the 
correlate évdvodueba, comp. on Eph. iv. 22. The épya tov oxérove, é.e. the 
works, whose element, wherein they are accomplished, is darkness (comp. 
Eph. v. 11), the condition of spiritual want of knowledge and of the domin- 
ion of sin, are regarded as night-clothes, which the sleeper has had on, and 
which he who has risen is now to put off. — évdvodyueba] of the putting on of 
arms (ria, as vi. 18), which in part are drawn on like garments. Comp. 
Eph. vi. 11 ; 1 Thess. v. 8. — rod gwrdc] not glittering arms (Grotius, Wet- 
stein), but in contrast to rov oxérovg : arms (i.e. dispositions, principles, 
modes of action) which belong to the element of (spiritual) light, which one has 
as tegwtiouévoc by virtue of his existence and life in the divine truth of sal- 
vation. tov dwréc, has the spiritual sense, as also previously tov oxérove, as 
being in the application of that which was said of the vi and juépa ; but the 
metaphorical expressions are selected as the correlates of vif and 7juépa. — The 
Christian is a warrior in the service of God and Christ against the kingdom’ 
of darkness. Comp. Eph. vi. 11, 12 ; 2 Cor. vi. 7, x. 4; 1 Thess. v. 8; 1 
Tim. i. 18 ; Rom. vi. 13.? 

Ver. 18.° ‘Qe év juépa] as one walks in the day (when one avoids everything 
unbecoming). This in a moral sense, Paul desires, should be the ruling 
principle of the Christian, who sees the day already dawning (ver. 12). — 
evo ynusvoc| becomingly, 1 Thess. iv. 12 ; 1 Cor. vii. 35, xiv. 40. It is moral 
decorum of conduct. — képore «.7.2.] The datives are explained from the no- 
tion of the way and manner in which the repirareiv, i.e. the inner and outward 
conduct of life, ought not to take place (Kiihner, II. 1, p. 382), namely, 


1Incorrectly Luther: “than when we tine’s eye and heart on his opening the 
believed it.” He appears, with Erasmus, to Bible, decided him, already prepared by 
have thought of the belief, that salvation the preaching of Ambrose, to final repent- 
was to be obtained under the law, by works. ance and to baptism. Confess. viii. 12, 28 f. 

2 For profane analogies, see Gataker,ad@ See Bindemann, d. heil. Augustinus, I. Pp. 
Anton. p. 58. 281 f. 

3 This verse, which once struck Augus- 
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not with revellings (kéuowe ; see respecting this, on Gal. v. 21; Welker in 
Jacobs, Philostr. i. 2, p. 202 ff.) and carousals (comp. Gal. v. 21), etc. The 
local view (Philippi) is less in keeping with the particulars mentioned, and 
that of dativus commodi (Fritzsche, comp. van Hengel) less befits the figura- 
tive verb. — xoiracc] congressibus venereis (comp. on ix. 10), Wisd. iii. 18, and 
see Kypke, II. p. 185. — aceAyeiarc| wantonness (especially of lust). See Titt- 
mann, Synon. p. 151.1— ¢4Aw] jealousy (1 Cor. i. 11, iii. 3) ; neither anger 
(Fritzsche, Philippi, and others), which is not denoted by ¢7A0¢ (not even 
in 1 Cor. iii. 2; 2 Cor. xii. 20 ; Gal. v. 20), nor envy (Photius, Luther, and 
others), which is less in accordance with the preceding (koir. x. doeAy.),: 
whilst strife and jealousy follow in the train of the practice of lust.—The 
three particulars adduced stand in the internal connection of cause and effect. 

Ver. 14. "Evdtoacte +t. xbp. "I. Xp.] This is the specifically Christian 
nature of the evoynudveg reper. But the expression is figurative, signifying 
the idea : Unite yourselves in the closest fellowship of life with Christ, so that 
you may wholly present the mind and life of Christ in your conduct. In 
classical Greek also évdbeo6ai rva denotes to adopt any one’s mode of sentiment 
and action. See Wetstein and Kypke. But the praesens efficacia Christi (see 
Melanchthon) is that which distinguishes the having put on Christ from the 
adoption of other exemplars. Comp. Gal. iii. 27; Eph. iv. 24; Col. iii. 
12 ; and on the subject-matter, viii. 9; 1 Cor. vi. 17 ; Photius in Oecu- 
menius : wé¢ dé avrov évduréov; et mavta juiv avrog ein, Eowlev Kat EEwHev ev quiv 
gacvduevog. Observe further, that the having put on Christ in baptism was 
the entrance into the sonship of God (Gal. iii. 27), but that in the further 
development of the baptized one each new advance of his moral life (comp. on 
ver. 11) is to be a new putting on of Christ ; therefore it, like the putting 
on of the new man, is always enjoined afresh.? — kai tH¢ capkoc x.t.2.] and make 
not care of the flesh unto lusts, i.e. take not care for the flesh to such a degree, 
that lusts are thereby excited. By py the rpdvorcav roveicba ig énib. together is 
forbidden, not (as Luther and many) merely the ei¢ émi6., according to which 
the whole sentence would resolve itself into the two members : rico. xpévovav 
pév roveiobe, GAAG uA etc xi. In that case v7 must have stood after roleiobe 
(see xiv. 1) ; for a transposition of the negation is not to be assumed in any 
_ passage of the N. T. — rfc capxéc] is emphatically prefixed, adding to the put- 
ting on of the Lord previously required, which is the spiritual mode of life, 
that which is to be done bodily. The odpé is here not equivalent to casa (as 
is frequently assumed ; see on the other hand Calovius and Reiche), but is 
that which composes the material substance of man, as the source and seat of 
sensuous and sinful desires, in contrast to the rvetya of man with the voice. Paul 
purposely chose the expression, because in respect of care for the body he 
wishes to present the point of view that this care nourishes and attends to 
the odpé, and one must therefore be on one’s guard against caring for the 
latter in such measure that the lusts, which have their seat in the odpé, are 
excited and strengthened. According to Fritzsche, Paul absolutely forbids 
the taking care for the odpé (he urges that capé must be libidinosa caro). But 


1 On the sense of the plural, see Lucian, 2 Comp. Lipsius, Rechtfertigungsl. p. 186 f. 
Amor. 21: iva pydév ayvon mépos acedyeias, 
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to this the expression rpévocav roveiobe is not at all suitable. The flesh, so 
understood, is to be crucified (Gal. v. 24), the body as determined by it is to 
be put off (Col. ii. 11), its mpdgece are to be put to death (Rom. viii. 18), be- 
cause its ¢pévyua is enmity against God and productive of death (viii. 6, 7). 
The odpé is here rather the living matter of the coua, which, as the seat of 
the érv#vuias, in order to guard against the excitement of the latter, ought 
to experience a care that is to be restricted accordingly, and to be subordi- 
nated to the moral end (comp. on cdpé, 1 Cor. vii. 28, xv. 50 ; 2 Cor. iv. 10, 
11, vil. 1, 5, xii. 7; Gal. ii. 20, iv. 13, 14), Im substance and in moral 
principle, the agecdia couarog (Col. ii. 23) is different from this. Chrysostom 
aptly observes : éorep yap ov Td river éxdAvoer, GAAG TH pwEMbery, od? Td yapeiy, 
GAAG TO aoeAyeiv, obTwG obde TO TpovoEiv Tie capKoc, GAAa Td eic ExOvuiac, olov Td 
THY xpeiav brepBaiverv. Moreover it is clear in itself, that Paul has added the 
second half of ver. 14 in view of what is to be handled in chap. xiv., and 
has thereby prepared the way for a transition to the latter. 


Notes By AMERICAN Eprror. 


CXXXIV. Vv. 1, 2. doa oy) . . . . broraccécOw K.T.A. 


Meyer supposes that Paul in the use of maca wuxn conceives of ‘*man in 
reference to his soul-nature, in virtue of which he consciously feels pleasure and 
displeasure, etc., and cherishes corresponding impulses.” Weiss ed. Mey. de- 
nies this, and claims that the expression is employed because the thought turns 
here from duties of the common life of the Christian body to those of the in- 
dividual life (the yoy being the seat of the individuality of the man). Godet 
thinks it is connected with the idea that the obligation referred to is not one 
arising from the spiritual life of the believer, but belonging to the psychical life, 
which is common to all mankind. The use of the expression elsewhere, how- 
ever, shows that no such special sense is required, and it is much more proba- 
ble that the meaning is every soul, as equivalent to every man. (Comp. iii. 20 ; 
1 Cor. i. 29; cf. also ii. 9). So Philippi, Rickert, de Wette, Shedd, and others. 

Meyer, and Weiss apparently agrees with him in this point, holds that dzrepe- 
xotoac refers to the higher authorities. The exhortation has its greatest em- 
phasis, no doubt, with reference to these, but the participle is apparently in- 
tended to designate all magistrates. To all such, according to their station (cf. 
ver. 7), the Roman Christian is bidden to submit himself. The different words 
connected with the root of rdcoow are especially noticeable in this and the fol- 
lowing verses : jroraccfobw, Tetaypévar, avtitacoduevoc, datayh. 

ai dé otoat refers to the then existing authorities, but suggests the same thing 
as relating to all times and places. Civil government is ordained of God. 
It should be recognized and obeyed by the subject of it as Divinely instituted. 
The Apostle is not discoursing or philosophizing on civil government, however, 
as if for the sole purpose of unfolding its true theory. He isin the midst of 
practical exhortations which bear upon the daily living of his readers. Conse- 
quently he moves in his expressions within the sphere of their life ; calling 
attention to the actual magistrates under whom they were placed, to the func- 
tions which these magistrates exercised, to the powers which they possessed, to 
the duties and obligations owed to them, to the evil of resisting their authority, 
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What he says, accordingly, is to be interpreted (and to receive its proper 
limitations also) in view of this fact. The opinion entertained by some writers, 
that he denies here the right of revolution, is entirely without foundation. 
There is no reference to this subject in the passage. This right, if it exists 
under any circumstances, is like that of self-defence, and the discussion of the 
question of its existence is altogether outside of the sphere of his present 
thought. In like manner, there is no ground in these verses for the idea that 
Paul declares capital punishment to be a right whose exercise by the supreme 
magistracy, in the case of certain crimes, should be continued during all ages. 
He simply refers to the power to inflict it as possessed by the government under 
which the readers lived, and as one ground of fear in case they did evil. A 
reference of this character added impressiveness to the suggestions of duty 
which he was giving for their guidance. But there was no occasion to go beyond 
this, and to announce the Divine will for other and distant times. The deci- 
sion of such questions, appertaining to the welfare of society and the methods 
of administration, is left to the enlightened Christian mind under the general 
influence of Christian truth. 

The exhortation here given to obey civil magistrates [as, also, those given 
elsewhere to wives and slaves, that they should yield obedience to their hus- 
bands and masters] was, doubtless, pressed by the Apostle with special earnest- 
ness, because of the doctrine of Christian equality which he had so emphati- 
cally preached. His converts and all who entered the new life were in danger 
of carrying this doctrine of equality into the sphere of social and family rela- 
tionships, and thus not only of falling into error, but of bringing reproach 
upon the Church and endangering the success of the cause. The understand- 
ing of all such practical directions in his Epistles, having reference to matters 
within this sphere, is to be influenced by this circumstance. The same direc- 
tion may have a deeper meaning or a greater emphasis in one age than in 
another, though it may not lose all force in any age. It. may, possibly, have 
great significance at an earlier period, and at a later one have even none 
at all, Comp. 1 Cor. xi. 5 f. as illustrating this point and presenting an in- 
stance of practical advice or commands, which no Christian thinks of as literally 
applicable to the ordinary life of to-day. Another instance is found in1 Tim. 
iii. 2, where the writer says that a bishop or elder should not marry a second 
time (i,e. after the death of his first wife). 


OXXXV. Ver. 7. drodére maou tac bgevdde, K.7.A. 


This verse is commonly regarded(so Meyer) as belonging with those which 
precede it, and dou is supposed to mean all magistrates. Weiss ed. Mey. (with 
Reiche and others) connects it with ver. 8 ff. as a positive exhortation, to which 
ver. 8 answers as a negative. zdo., thus, refers to allmen. The most correct 
and satisfactory view may be that it is a transition verse, taking hold both of 
what goes before and what follows. The words custom and tribute are especially 

appropriate to the relation of the reader to the officers of state. Fear and honour, 
on the other hand, have no such limited application. The meaning is proba- 
bly this : Pay to all men their dues, whether these be tribute and custom, as to 
the civil authorities, or honour and fear or reverence, as to any who may deserve 
such respect. And then, passing to the new paragraph, the writer adds, Owe 
no man anything, except the debt which, though you are always paying it, can 
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never be fully paid. In these words there is an implied exhortation to love all, 
and a reason for this is found in the next clause: 6 ydp ayanépv Tov érepov vdmov 
werdAnpwokev. That véuovin this sentence, ver. 8, means the Mosaic law is evident 
from the fact that the proof (ver. 9) of its fulfilment is the fulfilling of the 
commands of the law of Moses. As véyoc stands on both sides of ver. 9 (vv. 8, 
10), and in immediate and necessary connection with it, it must refer to the 
same thing which is distinctly presented in that verse. 


CXXXVI. Ver. 12. 4 v0& mpoéxoper, 7 dé Huépa jyycner. 


This compound sentence, together with the verse which precedes it, is intro- 
duced as an additional and special reason for giving heed to the words of-ex- 
hortation already presented. Upon the thought which it expresses, however, 
is founded, also, the urgent appeal of the following verses to lay aside the 
works of darknessand to put on the armour of light. That the idea which it 
suggests is not that of the approach of the end of the earthly life for the in- 
dividual believer, but that of the nearness of the Parousia, is admitted by 
most of the recent commentators. That the latter idea, if found in all the 
phrases used in the passage, gives a significance and impressiveness to the 
words, which otherwise they cannot have, is beyond question. That the same 
is the case with other passages of a similar character, wherever they occur in 
the Pauline Epistles, is also true. That such forms of expression as occur in 
1 Cor. xv. 51, 52 and 1 Thess. iv. 15-17 are not easily explained except as in- 
volving this idea, will be evident to any one who considers how strange, or 
even impossible, it would be fora writer, having the ordinary view of the 
second coming which characterizes men of our own age, to use them in ad- 
dressing his fellow-Christians :—After those who have died shall have been 
raised from the dead, we who survive to the coming of the Lord shall be caught 
up in the clouds for a meeting with the Lord ; and, while the dead are thus to 
be raised, we shall be changed. The time of the Parousia was distinctly de- 
clared by Christ (Acts i. 7) to be outside of the limits of the Divine communi- 
cation to the Apostles. They were left, therefore, to the judgments and expec- 
tations of their own minds. Indeed, it seems to have been God’s method in all 
matters of prophecy to reveal to His messengers the things which were to take 
place in the future, but to reserve within His own knowledge the date of their 
occurrence. 

The genitive juov in ver. 11, by reason.of its position in the sentence, is 
probably to be regarded as depending on éyyiétepov. The emphasis of this and 
the other expressions is very marked. The brief, critical season ; the hour has 
already come to awake; nearer to us now is the end than when we first be- 
lieved ; the night is far on ; the day is at hand ; let us put off what belongs to 
the darkness and put on what belongs to the light ; let us live as if already in 
the day ; let us take to ourselves the spirit and character and life-principle of 
the Lord, whom we are to meet at His coming. How impressively the words 
must have sounded, as Paul uttered them, and how powerfully they must have 
moved the Roman believers, if the full establishment of the kingdom seemed 
to their thought a thing of the near future. And with what force and earnest- 
ness must these phrases, following each other in rapid succession, have filled 
the exhortations, which had just been given, to love all men and do every 
duty of the Christian life, consecrating body and mind alike to God. 
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CHAPTER XIV. 


Ver. 3. xai 6] Lachm. and Tisch: 6 dé, according to A BC D* &* 5, Clar. 
Goth. Clem. Damasc. Mechanical repetition from ver. 2. — Ver. 4. duvarog yap 
éottv] ABC D* FG ®& have duvarei y¢dp (commended by Griesb., adopted by 
Lachm. and Tisch.) ; D*** Bas. Chrys. : dvvarog yap (so Fritzsche). The origi- 
nal is certainly duvarei ydp ; for dvvatéw is found elsewhere in the N. T. only in 
2 Cor. xiii. 3, and was there also in codd. exchanged for more current and bet- 
ter known expressions — 6 Oedc] A B C* P &, Copt. Sahid. Arm. Goth. Aeth. 
Aug. et al. - 6 kipiog (so Lachm. and Tisch.), the origin of which, however, is 
betrayed by dominus ejus in Syr. Erp. It was here (at ver. 3 the connection 
furnished no occasion for it) written on the margin as a gloss, and supplanted 
the original 6 Oedc. — Ver. 5.] Instead of d¢ pév, AC P 8*, Vulg. codd. of It. 
Goth. and some Fathers have d¢ uév yap ; so Lachm. (bracketing ydp, however) 
and Tisch. 8. But the testimony in favour of the mere d¢ évis older, stronger, 
and more diffused ; as is frequently the case, yap was here awkwardly inserted 
to connect the thought. — Ver. 6. kad 6 uA gpovadr Tv iuépav, Kvpiw ov ppovei] is 
wanting in A BC* DEF GS, 23. 57. 67.** Copt. Aeth. Vulg. It. Ruf. Ambro- 
siast. Pel. Aug. Jer. al. Lat. ; Chrys. and Theodoret have it in the text. Con- 
demned by Mill, omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. Rightly, since the evidence 
for omission is so decisive, and since the interpolation was so very readily sug- 
gested by the sense of a want of completeness in the passage, in view of the 
following contrast, that the explanation of the omission from homoeoteleuton 
(Rickert, Reiche, de Wette, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Philippi, Tischendorf, and 
several others)—however easily it might have been occasioned thereby (espe- 
cially as xai before 6 éofiwv, which Elz. has not, is undoubtedly genuine)—appears 
nevertheless insufficient. Among the oldest witnesses, Syr. is too solitary in 
its support of the words not to suggest the suspicion of an interpolation in the 
text of the Peshito. — Ver. 8. arofvjcxwpuev] Lachm. both times has drofvjckouer, 
according toA DEF GPmin. But Paul has in no other place é¢v with pres. 
indic. (in Gal. i. 8 only K and min. have the indic.), and how easily might a 
slip of the pen take place here !— Ver. 9. Before dré§ave Elz. and Scholz have 
xai, against decisive testimony.— Afler aréOave Elz. has xai avéotn (which is 
wanting in A B C &*, Copt. Arm. Aeth. and Fathers), and afterwards, instead 
of enoev, avéCnoev (against largely preponderating evidence). Further, F G, 
Vulg. Boern. Or. Cyr. (twice) Pel. Ambr. Fulgent. have not é(ycev at all, although 
they have avéorn (therefore aréGave kai avéorn) ; D E, Clar. Germ. Ir. Gaud. have 
even é{yoe x. dnéOave x. avéorn, but D** L P N** Syr. p. and several Fathers : 
dréOave x. avéotn x. éqoe. The origin of all these variations is readily explained 
from dréGave kai é(noev (Lachm. and Tisch.), the best attested, and for that very 
reason, among the many differences, to be set down as original. First é¢yjoev 
was glossed by dvéory, comp. 1 Thess. iv. 14. Thus there arose, through the 
adoption of the gloss instead of the original word, the reading amé@ave xaj 
avéorn ; and by the adoption of the gloss along with the original word, in some 
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cases améOave xk. é{noe x. avéorn, in some cases anébave x. avéiotn Kk. &Cnoev (so 
Matth.) —whence there then arose, by an accidental or designed repetition of 
the AN, the aré0. x. avéory x. dvityoev of the Recepta (very feebly attested, and 
diffused by Erasmus), Finally, the transposition &yoe x. anélave x. avéorn 
was formed, after dxéOave x. aviorn was already read, by mistaken criticism, in- 
asmuch as there was a desire to restore the original é%jce, but the non genuine- 
ness of avéorn was as little known as the proper place for é¢yoe, and hence the 
latter, explained of the earthly life of Jesus, was placed before axé0. — Ver. 10. 
Xpiorov] A BC* DE F G &* and several vss. and Fathers: Oc0d. So Lachm. 
and Tisch., also Fritzsche. Rightly ; Xpicrod was introduced from the preced- 
ing, and perhaps also (comp. Rufinus) through comparison of 2 Cor. v. 10. — 
Ver. 12. déce:] Lachm. : dnoddce:, according to B D* FG 39. Chrys. But this 
compound is the usual expression with Adyov. — Ver. 14. abtoi| Elz. : éavrod, 
instead of adrod (see exegetical notes). So again Tisch. 8, but only according 
to B C &, Chrys. Dam. Theophyl. A reflexive more precise definition. — Ver. 
15. dé] Lachm. and Tisch. : yép, which Griesb. also commended, according to 
decisive testimony. — Ver. 18. Instead of the Rec. év Tovtoc, Lachm. and Tisch. 
have év rovrw, according to ABC D* FG P x*, 5, Vulg. It. Copt. Sahid. Ruf. 
Aug. But the Rec., sufficiently attested by D*** E L 8**, and almost all min., 
Syr. utr. Goth. Chrys. Theodoret, Tert., is the more to be defended, since év 
tovTw might very easily have intruded through the immediately preceding év 
wvevuatt ayi@. It was less likely that roirw should be converted into rovrouc on 
account of the plurality of the particulars contained in ver. 17. The latter is 
rightly retained by Beng. Matth. Reiche, Fritzsche, van Hengel, and various 
others. — Ver. 19, Sidxwpyev] The reading d:dxomsv, adopted by Tisch. 8, although 
in A BF GLP, is an old error of the pen, attested by no version, aban- 
doned rightly also by Lachm. ed. maj. (in the ed. min. he had adopted it, written 
dpa, and taken the sentence interrogatively). — After aaa74. D EF G, Vulg. It. 
and a few Fathers have gvddgwuev. A supplement. — Ver. 21. #) oxavd. } ao. | 
omitted by Tisch. 8, is wanting in A C 67.** Syr. Erp. Copt. Aeth. and some 
Fathers, including Origen. The former is suspicious as an addition from ver. 
13, the latter as a gloss. However, in the case of synonyms, one or the other 
was often omitted, as ¢.g., in ver. 13, tpdéoxoupa (and therewith #) is wanting in 
B, and the evidence in favour of omission is not here sufficiently strong to con- 
demn the words. Instead of mpook. 7 cxavd. } ao0., S* has merely Avreira, a 
gloss in itself correct according to ver. 15. — Ver. 22. After zior.y Lachm. and 
Tisch. 8 have #v, according to A BC &, Copt. Ruf. Aug. Pel. A double 
writing of IN, or explanatory resolution, to which the weight of evidence of al- 
most all vss. and Greek Fathers especially is opposed. — On the doxology, xvi. 
25-27, not belonging to the end of chap. xiv., see critical notes on chap. xvi. 


As elsewhere (Acts xv. 1, 5 ; Gal. iii. 1 ff. ; Col. ii. 16 ff.), so there were 
even in the predominantly Gentile-Christian community at Rome, among 
the Jewish- Christian minority ' belonging to it, persons who sought still to 
retain the standpoint of pre-Christian legalism. But these Jewish-Christians 
in Rome had not, as elsewhere, come forward as the defenders of circum- 
cision, or generally in an aggressive anti-Pauline attitude. Hence Paul 


1 Comp. Beyschlag in the Stud. u. Krit. 1867, p. 645. 
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speaks of them in so forbearing and mild a way, and keeps direct polemics 
entirely in the background. They were men not of hostile, but only of 
prejudiced minds, whose moral consciousness lacked the vigour to regard 
as unessential a peculiar asceticism, according to which they ate no flesh (ver. 
2), and drank no wine (ver. 21), and still held to the observance of the Jewish 
Jeast-days (ver. 5), passing judgment withal, as is usually the case with 
men of a separatist bias, on those who were more free, but only earning the 
contempt of these in return. In presence of this asceticism, and in respect 
of its main feature, namely, abstinence from flesh and wine, the question 
arises : Was it based generally (Origen, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Jerome, 
Calovius, and many others, including Reiche and K6lner) on the Mosaic- 
Jewish ordinances respecting meat and drink ? or, in particular (Clement 
of Alexandria, Ambrosiaster, Augustine, Michaelis, Anm., Flatt, Neander, 
Reithmayr, Tholuck, Philippi), on the dread of heathen sacrificial flesh and 
sacrificial wine (comp. the apostolic decrees, Acts xv.) ? or on both (Eras- 
mus, Toletus, and others, including Riickert, Borger, de Wette) ? Against 
the jirst of these three possibilities it may be urged that vv. 2 and 21 do 
not allow us to assume any limitation of the abstinence at all, but require it 
to be understood of flesh and wine generally ; while, on the other hand, 
the law does not forbid all flesh and does not forbid wine at all, and the 
Rabbins forbid only the flesh slaughtered by the Goyim and the wine of 
the Goyim (see Eisenmenger, entdeckt. Judenth. II. pp. 616 ff., 620 ff.). To 
assume now, with Chrysostom, Oecumenius, and Theophylact, that those 
persons had abstained from all flesh for the reason that they might not be 
blamed by the others on account of their despising swine’s flesh, or from 
contempt towards the Gentiles (twéc in Theodoret), would be completely 
arbitrary, indeed opposed to the text; for they themselves were on one 
side the censurers, on the other the despised, ver. 8. Against the second 
opinion, that the abstinence in question referred only to the flesh offered in 
sacrifice to idols (Acts xv.) and the wine of libation (see Mischn. Surenh. IV. 
pp. 869, 384 ; Hisenmenger, J.c. p. 621), it may be urged that the whole 
section contains not a word on the sacrificial character of the flesh and wine, 
while yet we are bound to conclude from 1 Cor. viii, and x. that Paul would 
not have passed by this essential aspect of the matter without touching on 
it and turning it to account. Hence also the third view, which combines 
these, cannot be approved. In fact, the Jewish-Christian abstinence in 
_ question appears rather to be a supra-legal anxiety, such as was nothing rare in 
Judaism at that time (Philo, in Eusebius, Praep. ev. viii. fin. » J osephus, Vit. 
2, 3 ; Grotius on ver. 2 ; Ritschl, in the theol. Jahrb. 1855, p. 358), under the in- 
fluence of Hssenic principles (see Ritschl, altkath. K. pp. 184, 187). It appears 
certainly as an é€eAoOpyoxeia, brought over from Judaism into Christianity 
by persons of Essenic tendencies, and fostered by the ethics of Christianity, 
which combated the flesh.’ By its adherents, however, among the Jewish-Chris- 


1 Respecting the Apostle Matthew, Cle- of the Lord, Augustine, ad Faust. xxii. 3, 
ment of Alexandria, Paedag. ii. 1, p. 174 _—relates that he had used neither flesh nor 
Pott., informs us that he ate only vegeta- wine. Comp. Hegesippus in Eusebius ii. 
bles, no flesh ; and of James, the brother 23. Butsee Ritschl, p. 224 f. The Peter of 
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tians of Rome at that time, it was not maintained in opposition to justification 
by faith, but was so practised without pretentiousness and polemics (and 
in particular without separation from a common table with the Gentile 
Christians), that the wisdom of the apostolic teaching deemed it inappro- 
priate to enter into special conflict with such a remnant of an Essenic ’ Iov- 
daiterv, or to speak of it otherwise than with the most cautious forbearance. 
Baur, I. p. 381 ff., declares those persons to be Hbionite Christians (accord- 
ing to Epiphanius, Haer. xxx. 15, the Ebionites abstained from all use of 
flesh, because flesh originated from generation ; see Ritschl, p. 205). But 
against this view it may at once be urged,’ that complete abstinence from 
wine on the part of the Ebionites is nowhere expressly attested ; and fur- 
ther, that, if the weak brethren at Rome had been persons who regarded. 
the use of flesh as on principle and absolutely sinful, as was the case with 
Ebionitism, Paul would not have expressed himself so mildly and tolerantly 
respecting an error which would have been fundamental, dualistic as it 
was and opposed to justification by faith. Moreover, the Ebionites date 
only from the destruction of Jerusalem (see Uhlhorn, d. Homil. u. Recogn. d. 
Clem. p. 387 ff.); hence the Roman weak brethren could only be termed 
Ebionitic in so far as their abstinence had the same root with the asceticism 
of the Ebionites, viz. Essenism, That among the numerous Roman Jews, 
who had arrived as prisoners of war from Palestine, there were various 
Essenes who thereafter became Christians, cannot be subject to any well- 
founded doubt (comp. Ritschl, p. 233 f.). And the less reason is there to 
call in question not merely the Ebionitic, but also the Essenic, root of the 
phenomenon (Th. Schott). To refer it to the general interest of world-deny- 
ing holiness does not suffice for the explanation of the several passages, and 
in particular does not explain the observance of days and the impure char- 
acter which was attributed to the use of flesh (ver. 14). Hence, too, we 
are not, with Hofmann, to abide by the mere general conclusion, that doubt 
prevailed as to whether it was compatible with the holiness of the church 
of God to use such food as man had not assigned to him from the beginning, 
and as the Christian should for this very reason rather dispense with than 
enjoy for the sake of good cheer. Thus the matter would amount to an odd 
theoretic reflection, without any connection with historical concrete ante- 
cedent relations,—a view with which we can the less be content, since the 
observance of days cannot exegetically be got rid of as a point which had 
likewise occasioned dispute (see on ver. 5). Eichhorn takes the weak 
brethren to be earlier, mostly Gentile-Christian adherents of ascetico-philo- 
sophic, chiefly Neo-Pythagorean principles. ‘There was certainly at that time 
diffused among the Gentiles, through the influence of the Neo-Pythagorean 
philosophy, an abstinence quite analogous to that Jewish one, as we know 
from Senec. Ep. 108, Porphyr. De abstin., and others (see Grotius on ver. 2, 
and Reiche, II. p. 463 f.); but, on the other hand, that view is at variance 
partly with ver. 5 (comp. Col. ii. 16, 17), partly with xv. 8, 9, where Paul 


the Clementines also practises this absti- may be derived from Essenism (the ordi- 
nence. nary view, ably defended by Ritschl in op- 
1 Whether the Ebionites of Epiphanius position to Schliemann) or not, 
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sedulously brings into view the theocratic dignity of the Jews, while he bids 
the Gentiles praise God on account of grace—which is most in harmony with 
the view that the despised weak ones are to be sought among the former. 
It may be also conjectured @ priori that our ascetics, if they had arrived at 
their habit by the path of philosophy, would hardly have behaved them- 
selves in so passive and unpretentious a manner and have. been merely re- 
garded by Paul just as weak ones.’ We may add that vv. 5, 6 do not jus- 
tify us in assuming two parties among the Roman weak brethren, so that the 
kpivovtes juépav rap’ juépav, ver. 5, are to be distinguished from the Adyava 
éodiovrec, ver. 2,—the former as the stricter and probably Palestinian, the 
latter as the freer and probably Hellenistic, Jewish-Christians (so Philippi). 
As the observance of the feast days, especially of the Sabbaths, was essen- 
tially bound up with the Essenic tendency, the assumption of such a sepa- 
ration cannot be justified exegetically (from the xpivew). Just as little is 
there exegetical ground for the view that the community addressed and in- 
structed in xiv. 1 ff. is notified as being Jewish-Christian in its main com- 
position ; whereas xv. 1 ff. betrays a Gentile- Christian minority, which had 
been more exclusive and intolerant towards the weak than the great body 
of the church, the relation of whom to the weak the apostle has in view 
in chap. xiv. (Mangold, p. 60 ff.) 

Vv. 1-12. Summons to brotherliness towards the weak ones (ver. 1). First 
point of difference between the two parties, and encouragement in relation to it 
(vv. 2-4). Second point of difference, and encouragement in relation to it (ver. 
5). “Lhe right point of view for both in their differences (ver. 6), and reason 
assigned for it (vv. 7-9); reproof and disallowance of the opposite conduct (vv. 
10-12). 

Ver. 1. Aé] passing over from the due limitation of care for the flesh 1 (xiii 
14) to those who, in the matter of this limitation, pursue not the right course, 
but one springing from weakness of faith. —rdv dofevowvta rH riore| [See 
Note CXXXVII. p. 522.] That ziorcc here also denotes faith in Christ, is 
self-evident ; the infirmity, however, is not conceived of—according to the 
general ravra duvata TO miotebovte (Mark ix. 23 ; 1 Cor. xiii. 2)—in a general 
sense and without any more precise character, hae in conformity with the 
context (see vv. 2, 14, 22, 23), as a want of that ethical strength of faith, in 
virtue of which one may and should have, along with his faith, the regu- 
lative principle of moral conviction and certainty corresponding to its nature 
and contents. In this more definite and precise sense those ascetics were 
weak in faith. Wad they not been so, the discernment of conscience and 
assurance of conscience, analogous to faith, would have enabled them to be 


1 Against Eichhorn’s view also, as it seems 
to me, the passage in Origen militates: dpa 
5& cai thy dtadopay Tod airiov THs TaV EuWvxwv 
amox7s Tov ard TOV IlvOaydpov kat Tav ev 
huety ackytav. "Exeivoe péev yap dca Tov epi 
Wuxis meTeverwpatoumerns vOov Eeuwixwv ame: 
xovrar . . . mets Sé Kav TO TOLOUTO TPATTwWmEV, 
TOLOUMEV AUTO, éeTEL UTWTLaGoMEY TO THOMA Kal 
SovAaywyovmer «.T.A, (c. Cels. 4), where Origen 

4 


distinguishes expressly the Pythagorean 
abstinence as something fundamentally 
(ideally) different from the Christian, and 
traces the latter to an idea, which quite 
merited the lenient treatment of the apos- 
tle and makes the continuance of this as- 
ceticism in the Christian Church very 
readily intelligible. 
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free from doubt and scruple in respect to that which, in the life of faith, 
was right or wrong, allowable or not allowable, and to act accordingly ; 
and consequently, in particular, to raise themselves above the adiaphora as 
such, without prejudice and ethical narrowness. It is therefore evident that 
the ao0évera TH rioTer Carries with it defectiveness of moral yvéoic, but this does 
not justify the explaining of riortvc as equivalent to yvooug (Grotius and others), 
or as equivalent to doctrine believed (Beza, Calvin). — rpooiauBaveode] take to 
you, namely, to the intercourse of Christian brotherly fellowship. The oppo- 
site would be an éxxAeioa OéAecv (comp. Gal. iv. 17), whereby they, instead of 
being attracted, might be forced to separation. So in substance, Erasmus, 
Grotius, Estius, Semler, Reiche, Kéllner, Fritzsche, Riickert, de Wette, 
Tholuck, Philippi, Hofmann, etc. But others take it as : interest yourselves 
in him, ‘‘of furthering, helpful support” (Olshausen, comp. Chrysostom), 
which, however, rpocAauPdvecbai trva does not mean, Acts xxviii. 2 is ap- 
pealed to, where, however, poo. is to take to oneself,—a meaning which is 
here also required by xpoceAd Pero, ver. 3, as well as by xv. 7, comp. also xi. 15. 
— ph sig diaxpicere dtadoy. | not to judgings of thoughts. [See Note CXXXVIII. 
p- 523.] daxpicece diadoy. is a result, which in the case of the enjoined mpoo- 
Aan. must not be come to, so that thus 7 ei¢ dvaxp. dad. contains a negative 
more precise definition of rpocAauPdveobe, in the sense, namely : not in such a 
manner that the rpooAapnBdvecda, which you bestow on the weak, ésswes in 
judgments passed on the thoughts. Those persons formed their ideas under 
the influence of conscience ; such scruples should be indulgently treated by. 
the stronger, and criticisms passing judgments on them should not be insti- 
tuted, whereby the rpocAauBavecbac would be abused. Thus dedxpiore, diju- 
dicatio, retains its usual signification (Heb. v. 14 ; 1 Cor. xii. 10 ; Plato, Legg. 
vi. p. 765 A, xi. p. 937 B; Lucian, Herm. 69) ; and diadoyopde likewise 
(Matt. xv. 19 ; Mark vii. 21; Luke ix. 46, etal. ; Rom. i. 21; 1 Cor. iii. 20). 
Nothing is 6 be supplied, bat eic is simply to be taken in the sense of the 
result (as just previously cic éi0., xiii. 14), not even as wsque ad (Reiche). 
Substantially in agreement with this view of diaxpic. dtadoy. are Chrysostom, 
Grotius, and others, including Kéllner, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Reithmayr, Fritzsche, Krehl, Tholuck, Hofmann, likewise Reiche, who, 
however, makes the prohibition apply to both partics, which is opposed to 
the text, since the exhorted subject is the church, in contradistinction to its 
weak members, while the weak alone are the object of the exhortation. Au- 
gustine aptly, Propos. 78 : ‘‘non dijudicemus cogitationes infirmorum, quasi 
ferre audeamus sententiam de alieno corde, quod non videtur.” Others 
take dvaxpicerc as doubts, which are not to be ezcited in the thoughts of the 
weak. So Luther, Bengel, Cramer, Ernesti, Morus, B6hme, Ammon, Flatt, 
Klee, Olshausen, Philippi, Umbreit. But dvaxpiowe never means doubt,* and 
therefore is not to be explained with Ewald, who takes the words as an ad- 
dition by way of exclamation : ‘‘ may it not come from doubts to thoughts ! : 
may such an one not become uncertain in his conscience!” Following the 


1 Neither in the N. T. nor elsewhere in distinction; as also in Oecumenius on 
Greek. Theodoret on ver. 22f.is appealed — ver. 20. 
to, but there dvaxprors is to be taken as 
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Vulgate, Beza, Camerarius, Er. Schmid, Toletus, Estius, Gléckler, and oth- . 
ers, didxp. has also been explained as dispute, which is not unfrequently itg 

meaning in the classics (Plato, Legg. vi. p. 768 A ; Polybius, xviii. 11. 8). 

But dispute concerning thoughts would be at least far from clearly expressed 
by the mere genitive (instead of epi diadoy.) ; and the notion disceptatia 
(<hrnow, ovlArnorc) is nowhere denoted in the N. T. by didxpiowe. Riickert 
takes it as separation: ‘‘ But be on your guard lest the consequence thereof 
may possibly be this, that thoughts and sentiments are severed, become more 
abruptly parted.”  Avd«piove may certainly bear this meaning (Job xxxvili. 

16; Plato, Phil. p. 32 A) ; but in that case the article must have stood be- 
fore dsadoy., and the climactic sense (more abruptly) would be gratuitously 
imported. 

Ver. 2. More particular discussion of the subject, and in the first place, 
exhibition of the first point of difference between the two parties. — b¢ név| without 
a corresponding éc¢ dé, instead of which there is at once put the definite 6 dé 
ao0.: theone (i.e. the strong) believes, etc. ; but the weak, etc. Comp. Kiihner, 
ad Xen, Anab. ii. 3. 15 ; Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 507. — mureber oayeiv révta 
may mean : he is convinced that he may eat all things, so that the notion é&eivac 
is implied in the relation of the verbal notion to-the infinitive (Lobeck, ad 
Phryn. p. 753 f.; Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 235 [E. T. 278 f.]) ; so Tholuck, 
Borger, and older interpreters. But more agreeable to the r@ wiore:, ver. 1, 
and to the contrast 6 do6ev., is the rendering : hehas the confidence, the assur- 
ance of faith, to eat all things ; Winer, p. 302 [E. T. 322]. Comp. Dem. 866. 
1, and generally Kriiger, § 61. 6. 8. To supply dore (van Hengel) is in ac- 
cordance with the sense, but unnecessary. — Adyava] excludes, according to 
the connection, all use of flesh, not merely that of Levitically unclean ani- 
mals, or of flesh sacrificed to idols, or on feast and fast days,— limitations 
of which nature are introduced by most interpreters (including Reiche, 
K6llner, Neander, Tholuck, Philippi). The weak in faith eats no flesh, but 
vegetables are his food. Comp. Wieseler in Herzog’s Hncyklop. XX. p. 595. 
[See Note CXXXIX. p. 524.] 

Ver. 3. Prohibition for each of the two parties. [See Note CXL. p. 524.] 
The self-consciousness of strength misleads into looking down with contempt 
on the weak ; the narrowness of weakness is unable to comprehend the free 
thinking of the strong one, and judges it. —xpevérw] defined by the connec- 
tion as a condemning judgment, pronouncing against the true Christian char- 
acter, as in il. 1 and frequently. — 6 Oed¢ yap x.t.4.] ground assigned for 7 
kpivétw 5 hence airéyv is to be referred to rdv éobiovra (t.e. him who eats all 
things), not with Reiche (following Calvin and others) to both, the strong 
and the weak, against which ver. 4 is also decisive. — rpooceAdBero] has 
taken him to Himself, namely, into His fellowship (comp. ver. 1) through 
Christ ; not : into His house as servant (see on ver. 4), as Vatablus, Reiche, 
and Hofmann hold. —In 6 Oed¢ yap x... is contained the contrariety to God 
of this xpivewv, and its consequent impiety ; and 

Ver. 4 then adds what a preswmptuous intermeddling such a xpivew is. In 
this the emotion rises to an animated apostrophe, addressed to the weak in 
Jaith who passes judgment, not to both parties, as Reiche and Tholuck think ;. 
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for kpivwv corresponds tothe xpwvétw of ver. 3.—od ric ei] comp. ix. 20. It 
discloses the presumption, without however standing in the relation of 
apodosis to the preceding 6 Ocd¢ abtév mpooeAdBero (Hofmann), which is no- 
wise indicated and is forbidden by the fact that the following relation of 
domestic slave points to Christ as Master. — aAAérpiov olxétyv] who is not in 
thy domestic service,’ but in that of another. This otheris Christ (see ver. 6), 
not God, who is rather distinguished from the master by dvv. yap «.7.2. — To 
idiw kvpiv | to hisown master. The dative denotes the relation of subordination to 
the interest of the idw¢ xtpuoc (Bernhardy, p. 85). His own master, and no 
other, is interested therein ; whence the incompetence of the xpivew is 
obvious. — The figurative standing and falling is either explained of standing 
Jirm (Ps. 1. 4 ; Luke xxi. 36), and of being condemned (causa cadere) in the 
divine judgment (Calvin, Cornelius & Lapide, Grotius, Estius, Wolf, and 
others, including Reiche, K6llner, Borger, Tholuck, Philippi), or, asin 1 Cor. 
x. 12, of continuance and non-continuance in the state of true Christian faith 
and life. So in substance, Erasmus, Beza, Vatablus, Toletus, Bengel, 
Semler, and others, including Flatt, de Wette, Fritzsche, Riickert, Maier, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Umbreit, van Hengel, Hofmann. The use of zizrevy 
would not tell against the former (Hofmann), for it would have its warrant 
as contrast to the odfecfa in the divine judgment figuratively set forth by 
the standing; ? but the second explanation is to be preferred, partly because 
the unwarranted xpivery denied to the more free the possession of a right 
Christian frame of life, partly because of the following dvvarei ydp x.t.A 
For to make to stand in the judgment, ¢.e. without figure, to acquit and pro- 
nounce righteous,* is not the work of divine power, but of grace. But accord- 
ing to His power (against Reiche’s objection to this, see Eph. iii. 20) God 
effects an inner strengthening, so that the Christian stands in that which is 
good, and even he who thinks’ more freely does not succumb to the dangers 
to which the nature of his Christian faith and life is exposed by the very 
fact of his freer principles, but perseveres in the true Christian state. For 
this Paul looks to God’s power, and promises it. When Tholuck, on the 
ground of the reading 6 xbpco¢ finds the thought, that the Judge will even jind 
out sufficient reasons for exculpation, this is a pure importation into the text. 
duvatei] See on 2 Cor. xiii. 3. Comp. Clem. Hom. i. 6. 

Ver. 5. Second point of difference, as is evident from the contents them- 
selves, and in particular from the general laying out of the representation, 
which is quite similar in form to ver. 2. Hence we are not here to find, 


1 oixéryns is nowhere else found in Paul; 
‘n the N. T. it occurs in Luke xvi. 13, Acts 
x. 7, 1 Pet. ii. 18. It is ‘a more restricted 
notion than SovAos: the oixérys is a house- 
servant (Dem. 1359 wilt. ; oixérns SudKovos), 
more closely bound to the family than 
other slaves ; hence: oixéras te Kai SovdAous, 
Plat. Legg. vi. p. 763 A, comp. ix. p. 853 E. ; 
80, too, oixéris, housemaid ; both together, 
oixeteia, domestics. The fact that these 
words are used in the classics also of the 
members of the family themselves (as Xen, 


Anab., iv. 5. 35, vi. 1), is here irrelevant ; 


‘but see Wesseling, ad Herod. p. 621. 


2 Soph. Trach. 84, and see Ellendt, Zea. 
Soph. TI. p. 568. 

3 Not, according to the mediate turn, de- 
parting from the preceding and hence un- 
warranted, which Philippi now gives to 
the sense of the figurative expression: to 
uphold in judgment, so far as God upholds 
in that which is good, which alone subsists 
in the judgment. 


ou 
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with Hofmann (who defends the reading 6¢ yév yap), merely the first member 
of a chain of thought which is intended to make good the correctness of 
the proposition duvarei yap x.T.A.,'—SO that Paul does not pass over to another 
controverted point. [See Note CXLI. p. 524.] The fact that he does not 
thereupon enter at length on the question of days, but returns immediately 
in ver: 6 to the question of food, indicates that the latter formed in the 
church the controversy most prominent and threatening in an ascetic point of 
view.2. Moreover, what he had said on the point of food might so readily of 
itself find its application in an analogous manner to the question of days, 
that av entering into equal detail in regard to both points was not required. 
— kpiver hu. rap’ hu.| he sets his judgment on day before day, i.e. he is for 
preferring one day to another, so that he esteems one holier than another. 
This refers to the Jewish feast and fast days® still observed by the weak in 
faith. The classical juépa rap’ juépav, in the sense alternis diebus,* does not 
apply here (in opposition to Fritzsche, who imports Into our passage the 
notion that the people had ascetically observed, in addition to the Sabbath, 
the second and fifth days of the week). Of so surprising a (pharisaical, Luke 
xviii. 12) selection of days there is no single trace in the Epistles to the 
Galatians (not even juépac, iv. 10) and Colossians, and hardly would 7 have 
met with such lenient treatment at Paul’s hands. But the Jewish observance 
of days, continued under Christianity, so naturally agrees with the Essenic- 
Jewish charactor of the weak in faith generally, that there is no sufficient 
ground for thinking, with Ewald, of the observance of Sunday (at that time 
not yet generally established), and for seeing in vv. 5 and 6 only an example 
illustrating the preceding, and not areal point of difference (comp. Hof- 
mann).° — xpiver raoav juépav] not omnem diem judicat diem (Bengel, Philippi), 
put corresponding to the first half of the verse : he declares himself for each 
day, so that he would have each esteemed equally holy, not certain days before 
others. — éxaoroc x.7.2.] Here too, as in the case of an adiaphoron, no more 
than in ver. 2, an objective decision, who is or is not in the right ; but 
rather for both parties only the requisite injunction, namely, that each should 
have acomplete assurance of faith as to the rightness of his conduct, without 
which persuasion the consciousness of the fulfilment of duty is lacking, and 
consequently the adiaphoron becomes sinful (vv. 20, 28). — tAnpod. | Comp. 
iv. 21. — év Tr. idéw voi] é.e. in the moral consciousness of his own reason (vii. 
23), therefore, independently of others’ judgment, assured in himself of the 
motives of action. : 


1This was in fact only an auxiliary didi. Theol. p. 414) is an arbitrary limitation, 
sentence, which, as obvious in itself, might without any ground in the text. 
have been omitted. Were the reading ds 4 Bernhardy, p. 258; Lobeck, ad Aj. 475. 
pev yap correct, Paul would be introducing 5 On xpivew zt, in the sense of to declare 
that which he has to say of the second oneself for something, i.e. aliquid probare, 
matter of controversy, in the form of a éligere, comp. Aesch. Agam. 471 (xpivw & 
confirmation of that which is just adduced © a8ovov oABov), Suppl. 393 (kpive oé€Bas TO mpds 
respecting the jirst. _ edv); Plat. Rep. p. 399 E; Xen. Hell. i. 7. 

2 It must have been a matter of practical 11; Isocr. Paneg. 46. On mapa in the sense 
offence, especially at the agapae. of preference, Xen. Mem. i. 4. 14. and Kiihner 

3 Comp. Col. ii. 16; Gal. iv.10. Tothink  indloc.; but in Soph. Aj. 475, wap’ juap nuépa 
merely of fast days (Mangold, comp. Weiss, is (in opposition to Valckenaer, Schol. II. p. 
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Ver. 6. The right point of view, according to which each must have his 
own full persuasion, expressed not imperatively, but indicatively, as the 
Christian axiom in these matters, which conditions and regulates that zAmpo- 
gopia. — 5 dpovav tiv jutpav x.t.2.] he who directs his carefulness to the day, 
exercises this carefulness in his interest for the Lord, namely, in order thereby 
to respond to his relation of belonging to the Lord. Tv juép. with the 
article denotes textually the day concerned, that which comes into consider- 
ation conformably to the xpiverv juépav rap’ juépav, not the day as it happens 
(Hofmann). By xipsoc most understand God, others (as Estius, Riickert,- 
Kdéllner, Fritzsche, Philippi) Christ. The former appears to be correct, on 
account of ebyap. yap t. Oe@ ; but the latter 7s correct, on account of ver. 9. 
The absence of the article is not at variance with this.’— xvpiq éoier] using 
his Christian freedom in regard to the use of flesh in the interest of the Lord, 
which definite ethical direction of his éoievv he attests by his ebyapioreiv ro 
Oc therein. [See Note CXLII. p. 526.] This refersto the prayer at table, 
and, as is also the case with the subsequent edy. r. 0., not to that offered 
after the meal (Hofmann), but to that before it ; comp. Matt. xv. 36, XXVl1. 
26; Acts xxvii. 85; 1 Cor. x. 30, xi. 24; 1 Tim. iv. 4. The thanksgiving 
to God, consecrating the partaking of food, presupposes the conviction that 
one does the éofiew in the capacity of belonging to Christ, and conformably 
to this specific relation ; for anything that is opposed to Christ the Christian 
cannot thank the Father of Christ. — nai 6 py éof. x.7.2.] The opposite of the 
preceding point (the observance of days) Paul has not added (see critical 
notes), because he has not at the beginning of ver. 6 planned his language 
antithetically ; and it is only on the mention of the second more important 
point that the conception of the opposite occurs to him, and he takes it up 
also. To append the antithesis also to the first clause of the verse, was 
indeed not necessary (Philippi) ; but neither would it have been confusing 
(Hofmann), especially as the selecting of days and its opposite, as well as 
the eating and not-eating, were for those respectively concerned equally 
matters of conscience. — xvpiw obk éobier] for the Lord he refrains from the eating 
(of flesh), persuaded that this abstinence tends to serve the interest of Christ. 
— ai ebyap. T6 OH] That which was previously conceived as the reason (yap) 
is here conceived as the consequence (kai) ; and so he utters his thanksgiving 
table-prayer to God, namely, for the other, vegetable food, which forms 
the meal to be enjoyed by him. He is enabled to do so by the conviction 
that his ob« éo0terv has its holy ethical reference to the Lord. 

Vv. 7-9. Proof for the threefold xvpiv, ver. 6, and that generally from 
the whole subjective direction of the life of Christians towards Christ. Paul does 
not mean the odjective dependence on Christ (Riickert, Reiche, Ernesti, 
Urspr. d. Siinde, II. p. 19), because it would not prove what was said in ver. 
6, but would only establish the obligation thereto. —¥avr@ ¢j] so that he 
believes that his life belongs to himsely, that he lives for his own interest and 
aims. 2 Cor. v. 15. Comp. the passages in Wetstein and Fritzsche. The 


153 ff.) to be otherwise understood; see. Eri. 1828; Gramm. p. 118 [E. T. p. 124]; 
Lobeck ad loc. ; Fritzsche, ad Mare. p. 573. 
1 See Winer, de sensu vocum kvpros et 0 Kvp., 
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dative is thus to be taken in the ethically telic sense, and so, too, in éavré 
arobvgoxec ; for also the dying of the Christian—in so ideal a manner is Paul 
conscious of the moral power and consecration of fellowship of life with 
Christ—is a moral act (Bengel : ‘‘eadem ars moriendi, quae vivendi,” in the 
relation of belonging to Christ, in which the Christian at death feels and 
knows that he has stood with his life, and is now also to stand in his dying. 
Such is the conscious év xupiw atoOvgoKerv, Rev. xiv. 18. Comp. Phil. i. 20; 
Rom. viii. 38. — Ver. 8 contains the positive counterpart, proving the nega- 
tive contents of ver. 7, and is likewise to be understood as a subjective 
relation. — On ré yap. . . té, for aswell . . . as also, see Hartung, Partikell. 
I. pp. 88, 115 ; Baeumlein, Part. p. 219, - — tov xvpiov éouev] the Lord’s prop- 
erty are we. This now derives the swm of the entire specifically Christian 
consciousness from its previously adduced factors. —In the threefold emphat- 
ic T@ kupig (rod kvpiov) observe the ‘‘divina Christi majestas et potestas ” 
(Bengel), to which the Christian knows himself to be completely surren- 
dered. 

Ver. 9. Objective historical relation, on which this subjective attitude 
towards Christ, ver. 8 (éay re obv x.7.A), is founded.— éyce] became alive, to 
be understood of the resurrection life. Comp. Rev. ii. 8, xx. 4,5 ; Rom. v. 
10 ; 2 Cor. iv. 10. The aorist denotes the setting in of the state ; Kiihner, 
ad Xen. Mem. i, 1. 18. Wrongly Olshausen (so also Schrader) thinks that 
the earthly life of Jesus is meant, so that there occurs a hysteron proteron ; 
in which view he overlooks, first, that the mutual reference of the two ele- 
ments in protasis and apodosis is only formal,’ and secondly, that it was 
not Jesus’ life and death, but rather His death and life (resurrection), which 
led to His attainment of the heavenly xvpidryc. Comp. viii. 34, vi. 9, 10 ; 
Phil. ii, 8, 9 ; Luke xxiv. 26; Matt. xxviii. 18.—iva] destination in the 
divine counsel. This aimed, in the death and resurrection of Christ, at the 
establishment of His munus regium, and that over the dead (in Scheol, Phil. 
ii. 10) and living ; hence Christians are conscious of belonging to Him in 
living and dying (ver. 8). Unsuitably to é{ycev, since the raising up of the 
Lord is certainly, in the apostle’s view, the work of God (i. 4, iv. 24, vi. 4, 
viii. 11, and many other passages), Hofmann sees in iva Christ’s own purpose 
iepeesnad. 

Ver. 10. Xd dé] discloses the contrast to the xvpidry¢ of Jesus. _ The first 
ob addresses the weaker, the second the freer Christian, as is clear from ver. 
3. —ydp| justifies the censure of presumption which lies in the preceding 
questions : for all, etc., and therefore in both cases thou as well as he. — 


napaotyo., we shall stand before; ‘stare solent, quorum causa tractatur,” 


1 Paul, namely, does not say: Christ died, 
in order that He might be Lord over the 
dead, and lived, in order that he might be 
Lord over the living; but He died and be- 
came alive (both together had the end in 
view), in order that He might rule over dead 
- and living (both together). Fritzsche also, 
although rightly understanding éénoe of the 
resurrection life, urges the mutual refer- 


ence of amédave and vexpov, and of noe 
and ¢wvrwyv : By the death of Jesus, God de- 
sired to make known that He was Lord over 
the dead, and by the new /ife of Christ, that 
He was Lord over the diving. But this 
merely declarative view is quite arbitrary ; 
moreover, the ¢wy in égyoe would be quite 
another than the ¢w7 of the gévTwv. 


{ 
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Grotius ; Acts xxvi. 6 ; Matt. xxv. 33.—r@ Bau. Tr. Oecd (see critical notes) : 
for God will cause the judgment to be held (John v. 22) by Christ (ii. 16 ; 
Acts x. 42, xvii. 31). So the judgment-seat upon which Christ will sit (2 
Cor. v. 10 ; Polycarp, ad Phil. 6 ; Matt. xxv. 31) is God’s.—Note how deci- 
sive is the testimony of such passages against any limitation of the univer- 
sality of the final judgment.’ 

Ver. 11. Scripture proof for the ravre¢ mapaotyodpefa x.7.A., ver. 10. The 
point of its bearing on the matter lies in the wniversality, as is clear from the 
reference of wav and raoa, ver. 11, to mdvtec above, ver. 10. Thus the 
proposition of ver. 10, mdvre¢ yap x.r.4.—although in and by itself it re- 
quired no scriptural proof—receives, nevertheless, a hallowed confirmation, 
which makes the injustice of the previously censured judging and despising 
the more apparent, because it encroaches on the universal final judgment of 
God.—The citation is Isa. xlv. 23, quoted very freely with deviations, partly 
of memory, partly intentional, from the LXX., and abbreviated. In Isaiah, 
God certifies upon His oath that all men (including the Gentiles) shall ren- 
der to Him adoring homage. This divine utterance—Messianic, because 
promising the universal triumph of the theocracy—is here taken by Paul in 
the light of that highest jinal historical fulfilment which will take place at 
the judgment of the world. — (6 éyé] Instead of xa7’ éuavrod duvia, as the 
LXX. following the Hebrew have it, Paul uses, by a variation of memory, 
a frequently-occurring verbal formula of the divine oath : ‘38 ‘ (Num. 
xiv. 21, 28; Deut. xxxii. 40, et al. ; Dan. xii. 7; Ruth iii. 13 ; Judith ii. 
12).—Aéyer xbproc] is added by Paul according to the elsewhere familiar 
O. T. formula. Comp. xii. 19. — 61] that, because in (6 éyé is involved the 
assurance on oath, that, etc. Comp. 2 Chron. xviii. 13; 1 Sam. xiv. 44 ; 
Judith xi. 7 and Fritzsche in loc. — éuot] tome, asthe Judge (so in the sense 
of the apostle) for homage and submission. — é£ouodoy. t. OeG] Aeparting from 
the LXX., which, following the Hebrew, has dueitac raca yA. rov Oedv, for the 
reading of Cod. A of the LXX. (also 8 on the margin), éouoAoygoera instead 
of dueirar, was probably—secing that the Septuagint has very frequently 
undergone similar alterations of the text from N. T. citations—first intro- 
duced from our passage, and not a reading which Paul found in his copy of 
the LXX. (Fritzsche), as is too rashly inferred from Phil. ii. 11. The vari- 
ation itself is—as was allowed by the freedom in the handling of Messianic 
proof-passages—intentional, because Paul required, instead of the oath of 
God, a more general conception, which, however, lies at the basis of that 
special conception ; for the swearing is the actual acknowledgment and 
glorification of God as the Judge. The correct explanation is : and-every 
tongue shall praise God (as the Judge), and therewith submit to His judi- 
cial authority—parallel in sense to éuol kdyrper rav yovv. éFopodoyeiobar with 
the dative always denotes to praise (xv. 9 ; Matt. xi. 25 ; Luke x. 21 ; fre- 
quently in the LXX. and Apocrypha, see Biel and Schleusner, 8.v.): it only 
denotes to confess, as in later Greek, with the accusative of the object, Matt. 


1 This applies also in opposition to Ger- 16, iii. 6; 2 Cor. v. 10; Gal. vi. 7 ff.; Acts : 
lach, d. letzten Dinge, p. 108 ff. Comp. i. 6, Xvii. 31. 
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iii. 6; Jas. v. 16; Tob. xii. 22. Hence the explanation of Er. Schmid, 
Reiche, Kéllner, following Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Theophylact, is erro- 
neous : to confess sins, which would only then be admissible if the parallel- 
ism obviously suggested the supplying of ra¢ duapriac. — With the reading 
TG Bhuate Tov Xpeotov, ver. 10, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, Oecu- 
menius, Luther, Calvin, and many others, including Philippi, have found in 
T@ Oe@ a proof for the divinity of Christ. There would rather be implied 
the idea, that it is God, whose judgment Christ is entrusted by the Father 
to hold ; and this thought is contained also in the reading r. f. r. Oeoi, 
ver. 10. ; 

Ver. 12. What follows from the preceding (from mrdvrec yap . . . onward). 
— The emphasis is neither on epi éavrov (so usually) nor on r@ O26 (Phi- 
lippi), but on the éxaoro¢ for that purpose prefixed, which corresponds to the 
emphatic rdvrtec, wav, waca, vv. 10, 11 ; hence it alone bears the stress, not 
sharing it with rep? éavr. andr OeG (Hofmann). Hach of us, none excepted, 
will respecting himself, etc. How at variance with this, therefore, to judge 
or to despise, as though one were not included in the subjection to this our 
universal destiny of having to give a personal account to God ! — décer] 
purely future in sense, like the preceding futures. 

Vv. 13-23. Christians ought not, therefore, mutually to condemn one another, 
but rather to have the principle of giving no offence, ver. 18. Further eluci- 
dation of this principle, and exhortations to compliance with it. 

Ver. 13. Myxéte (no more, as hitherto) adAgAove Kpivouev is deduced (oiv) from 
éxaotog uUav K.T.A. 3 but xpiveyev here refers, as 447A. shows, to both parties. 
[See Note CXLIII. p. 526. ]— xpivate| antanaclasis: the same word, in order 
to make the contrast striking (for to the xpivecv which is against one’s duty 
that which is in accordance with duty is opposed), is repeated, but with the 
modification of reference and of sense, that it addresses the freer Christians 
(for it was they who gave the offence), and means in general : Jet this be 
your gudgment, your moral maxim in this point. [See Note CXLIV. p. 526. ] 
On the infinitive with the article after a preparatory demonstrative, comp. 
2 Cor. ii. 1.’— xpédcxoupa and oxdvdarov : both quite synonymous in the 
metaphorical sense : moral stwmbling-block, an occasion for acting contrary 
to conscience. But rifévac refers to the original proper sense of the two 
words. Comp. on ix. 32, 33, xi. 9; LXX. Lev. xix. 14; Judith v. 1. The 
twofold designation is an earnest and exhaustive expression of the idea ; 
hence to attempt a real distinction between the synonyms, which differ only 
figuratively (stone . . . trap), is arbitrary. 

Ver. 14. [See Note CXLV. p. 527.] Discussion of the preceding injunction, 
giving information regarding it. Paul grants, namely, in principle, that the 
freer brethren are right, but immediately adds an exception which arises in 
practice, and, in assigning the reason for this addition, declares (ver. 15) the 
not attending to the exception a proof of want of love. — kai wémecopac év Kup. 
'I.| More precise definition of the preceding oida. —év xvp.| t.€. in my fellow- 
ship with the Lord ; obk apa avOparivne diavoiac 4 widoc, Chrysostom.— korvdr] 


1 Xen. de Rep. Lac. 9, 1, and see Haase in loc. ; Breitenbach, ad Xen. Oec. 14. 10. 
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corresponding to the £B7Aov of the Greeks : profane, axé0aprov (Chrysostom), 
Acts x. 14, 28, xi. 8; Heb. x. 29. Thus the eating of flesh was held to be 
unholy and unclean, and therefore a thing at variance with the holiness of 
a Christian’s position. Comp. Ezek. xlii. 20 ; 1 Macc. i. 47, 62. — dv abrod] 
Since the reflexive airov (with the rough breathing) is generally doubtful in the 
N.T. (comp. Buttmann, neut. Gr. p. 97 f. [E. T. 111]), and here the personal 
avtov (with the soft breathing) is quite sufficient and appropriate in sense, the 
latter is to be preferred (Bengel, Matthaei, Lachmann, Tischendorf, 7, Hof- 
mann) ; not, however, to be referred to Christ (Theodoret, Bisping, Jatho, 
and others), but to be explained : through itself, i.e. through its nature. In 6’ 
avrov is thus implied the oljectively existing uncleanness, in contrast (see below) 
to that which subjectively accrues per accidens. On account of the laws relat- 
ing to food of the O. T., Olshausen thinks that the thought of the apostle 
is intended to affirm that ‘through Christ and His sanctifying influence the 
creation has again become pureand holy.” This arbitrary importation of a 
meaning (followed by Bisping) is overthrown by the very circumstance that 
the abstinence of the Roman ascetics was by no means founded on the law 
—which did not in fact forbid the use of flesh generally—but was of a supra- 
legal Essenic character. Moreover, Paul was clear and certain, so far as 
concerns the O. T. laws of food, that they had outlived the time of obliga- 
toriness appointed for them by God, and were abolished by God Himself, 
inasmuch as in Christ the end of the law had come, and the temporary di- 
vine institute had given place to the eternal one of the gospel as its fulfil- 
ment, Matt. v.17. Comp. on x. 4; Col. ii. 16 ff. ; also on Acts x. 15, 16. 
— ei w4| not equivalent to aad, but nisi, which, without taking dv airow 
also into account, applies merely to ovdéy xowdv. Comp. on Matt. xii. 4 ; 
Gal. 11. 16. —- éxeivw xowdv] éx. with emphasis, as in 2 Cor. x. 18, Mark vii. 
15, 20, and very frequently in John. The uncleanness is in such a case sub- 
jective, coming into existence and subsisting actually for the individual 
through the fettered condition of his own conscience. 
_ Ver. 15. Tap] According to this reading critically beyond doubt (see the 
critical notes),—which, however, Philippi, on account of the sense, regards 
as ‘‘ absolutely untenable,”—the apostle specifies the reason, why he has ex- 
pressly added the exception ei uy TO Aoyil. x.7.A. The yép belonging to the 
principal sentence is, according to a very prevalent usage (see Baeumlein, 
Partik. p. 85), taken into the prefixed accessory sentence, so that the argu- 
‘mentative thought is: ‘(not without good moral ground doI say : ¢ 9 
. xowvév ; for it indicates a want of love, if the stronger one has not re- 
gard to this relation towards the weaker.” — did Bpdua] on account of food, 
i.e. because of a kind of food, which he holds to be unclean and sees thee 
eat. —Avreirac] not : ts injured, which would consist in the a76AAvoGa: (Phi- 
lippi, contrary to N. T. usage), but of moral affliction, i.e. vexation of con- 
science, which is occasioned by the giving of a oxdvdadov (ver. 18). Analogous 
is Eph. iv. 30. [See Note CXLVI. p. 527.} To understand it of the making 
—reproaches on account of narrow-mindedness (Grotius, Rosenmiiller, Ewald), 
is gratuitously to import the substance of the thought, and does not corre- 
spond to the connection (vy. 13, 14, 20, 21). — obxéri xara Gyan. repurareic] te. 
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in that ease thou hast ceased to bear thyself conformably to love. This is the 
actual state of things which subsists, when what is expressed in the protasis 
occurs ; the Avreira, namely, is conceived as the fault of the subject addressed.' 
On ci . . . obxérz, comp. vii. 20, xi. 6 ; Gal. iii. 18. To take the apodosis 
interrogatively (Hofmann), is—considering the definite character, quite in 
keeping with the context of the Avmeira: which is occasioned by the offence 
given—quite unwarranted, and does not suit the words.?— The ardaAve is 
the possible result of the Avureira : destroy him not, bring -him not into de- 
struction, namely, through his being seduced by thy example to disregard 
his conscience, and to fall out of the moral element of the life of faith into 
the sinful element of variance with conscience. That we are to explain it 
of the eternal aréAea, is clear from irép ov X. aréOave ; for in order to re- 
demption from this Christ offered up His life—therefore thou oughtest not 
to thrust back into arédea thy (so dearly bought) brother through the 
loveless exercise of thy free principles. Comp. 1 Cor. vili. 11, 12. ‘‘Ne 
pluris feceris tuum cibum, quam Christus vitam suam,” Bengel. 

Ver. 16. Mi BAacdnucicbw| namely (comp. 2 Thess. ii. 3; 1 Tim. iv. 12), 
through your fault. — bpov rd ayabév| your good Kaz’ éoyqv, t.€. 4 Baoreta Tow 
Ocov, ver. 17. [See Note CXLVII. p. 528.] So also Ewald and Umbreit. 
It is the sum of the péAAovra ayabd, Heb. ix. 11, x. 1. How easily it might 
come to pass that a schism, kept up by means of condemnation and con- 
tempt, on account of eating and drinking, might draw down on that jewel 
of Christians—the object of their whole endeavour, hope, and boast—calum- 
nious judgments at the hands of unbelievers, as if maxims respecting eat- 
_ ing and drinking formed that on which the Christian was dependent for 
attaining the blessing of the kingdom! In opposition to the context in 
ver. 17, following the Fathers (in Suicer, Thes. I. p. 14), de Wette holds 
that faith is meant ;* Luther, Calovius, and others, including Philippi : the 
gospel ; Origen, Pelagius, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Bengel, and many others, 
including Flatt, Borger, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Nielsen, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Reithmayr, Maier, Bisping, with irrelevant appeal to 1 Cor. x. 80: Chris- 
tian freedom ; van Hengel generally : guod in vobis Romanis bonum est ; bet- 
ter Hofmann : that which, as their essential good, gives Christians the advan- 
tage over non- Christians,—a view, however, which leaves the precise defini- 


1 Note that the presents Avretrat and mepi- 
matecs coincide in time, as indeed the two 
regarded practically coincide in reality. 
¥or that, which causes to the weak one dis- 
tress of conscience 6a Bp®pa, is simply the 
unsparing conduct of the strong one no 
longer under the guidance of love. 

2 According to Hofmann, ov«ére «.7.A. is 
designed simply to submit to the person 
addressed the question whether he really al- 
lows himself to be induced—through the weak- 
ness of his fellow- Christian in falling into con- 
cern on account of a particular food—to alter 
his conduct so as to behave with a want of love. 
In that case, the apostle must at least have 


expressed himself by the future repimarjcets 
(wilt thou then no longer behave in con- 
formity with love?), or by déAeus wepurareiv, 
or, most clearly, because implying a negative 
answer: py ovKéte kK. ay. mepiratyons (thou 
wilt not thus cease, etc.?); comp. x. 18; 1 
Cor. ix. 4. 

3 Among the Fathers, Chrysostom’s view 
is very vacillating and indefinite: ) thv mic- 
tw pyoty, Thy méAAOvEar eATida TOV éradAwy, 
HTHY annpticopéevny evoéBerav’ mH xXP@ KaKos 
TeAELoTyTi gov, wynde Toler Tav’Tnv BAachypeto- 
da. Theodoret explains definitely of faith ; 
so also Photius. 
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tion of the notion unsettled. With ivév, Paul, after having previously ad- 
dressed a single party in the singular, turns to all ; hence we are not, with 
Fritzsche, to think in iy. of the strong believers only (and in fdacd. of the 
weak believers). Note, further, the emphasis of the prefized iuaév (comp. 
Phil. iii. 20): the possession belonging to you, to you Christians, which 
you must therefore all the more guard against slander from without. 

Ver. 17. Motive for complying with the 7 BAacdnu. x.7.A., with reference 
to the contents of the possible slander. —7 BaoiA. r. Ocod] is not anywhere 
(comp. on Matt. ii. 2, vi. 10 ; 1 Cor. iv. 20 ; Col. i. 18), and so is not here, 
anything else than the Messiah’s kingdom, the erection of which begins with 
the Parousia,’ belonging not to the aidv obtoc, but to the aidy wéAAwv (1 Cor. 
vi. 9, 10, xv. 24, 50; Gal. v. 21; Eph. v. 5 ; Col. iv. 11 ; 1 Thess. ii. 12 ; 
2 Thess. i. 5) ; not therefore the (invisible) church, the regnum gratiae, or 
the earthly ethical kingdom of God (Reiche, de Wette, Philippi, Lipsius, fol- 
lowing older expositors), res christiana (Baumgarten-Crusius), and the like. 
‘* The Messianic kingdom is not eating and drinking ;” 7.e., the essential char- 
acteristic of this kingdom does not consist in the principle that a man, in 
order to become a member of it, should eat and drink this or that or every- 
thing without distinction, but in the principle that one should be upright, 
etc. Less accurate, and, although not missing the approximate sense, readily 
liable to be misunderstood (see Calovius), is the view of the Greek Fathers, 
Grotius, and many others : the kingdom of God is not obtained through, etc. 
Comp. on John xvii. 3. [See Note CXLVIII. p. 529.]— Bpaovc, eating, i.e. 
actus edendi, different from Bpdya, food, ver. 15 (comp. Tittmann, Synon. p. 
159), which distinction Paul always observes (in opposition to Fritzsche) ;_ 
see on Col. il. 16. — dixaocbvy x. eipfvn| can, according to the entire context 
(comp. esp. ver. 15), and specially according to ver. 18 (dovAetwv 7G X.) and 
ver. 19 (ra tHe eipfvyc), be taken only in the moral sense, and therefore as 
ethical uprightness and peace (concord) with the brethren ; not in the dog- 
matic sense : righteousness and peace (of reconciliation) with God (Calvin, 
Calovius, and many others, including Riickert, Tholuck, and Philippi ; de 
Wette blends the two meanings). But that these virtues presuppose faith 
in Christ as the soil from which they sprang, and as the fundamental prin- 
cipium essendi of the kingdom, is self-evident from the whole connection, 
— xapa év vet. ay.| forms one phrase. Comp. 1 Thess. i. 6. It is the holy 
joyfulness, the morally glad frame of heart which has its causal basis and sub- 
sistence in, the Holy Spirit, who rules in the Christian ; comp. Gal. v. 22, 
also Phil. iv. 4. It is present even in tribulation, 2 Cor. vi. 10, and does not 
yield to death, Phil. ii. 17. The transitive explanation of the joy which the 
Christian diffuses over others (Grotius, Koppe, Reiche, and others) is sup- 
ported neither by the simple word nor by N. T. usage elsewhere. | 

Ver. 18. Not an explanation, why he has mentioned by name these three par- 
ticulars, as those in which the kingdom consists (Hofmann), but a confirma- 
tion of the contents of ver. 17 ; and how greatly must this confirmation have 
conduced to the recommendation and support of the precept py? BAaconu. 


1 pera Thy avaoracw, Theodore of Mopsuestia, 
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«.T.A. Of ver. 16 as established by ver. 17 !— év robrowc] (see the critical 
notes) refers to the just mentioned three great moral elements. He who in 
these (not therefore possibly in Bpaog and réovc, and the like unspiritual 
things) serves Christ, etc. On éy with dovietecy, denoting its moral life- 
sphere, comp. vii. 6. — ebdpeor. t. Oe¢] ‘‘testimonium, quod expresse adfir- 
mat bona opera renatorum placere Deo,” Melanchthon. — déxipog roi¢ avOp.\ 
approved by men ; such is the relation according to its moral nature,—a fact 
not annulled by abnormal manifestations, in which misapprehension, perver- 
sion of the moral judgment, and the like are at work. ‘‘ Paulus hic de sin- 
cero judicio loquitur,” Calvin. 

Ver. 19. Hvhortation, inferred from the doctrinal proposition, ver. 17 ; 
not a question (Buttmann). — ra ric eip.| what belongs to peace, composes the 
substance of peace, not different in matter of fact from rv eipfvyv. See Bern- 
hardy, p. 325 f.; Kihner, II. 1, p. 280. — rij¢ oixodopae] figurative designa- 
tion of perfecting (here active) in the Christian life. Comp. 2 Cor. x. 8, xiii. 
10 ; 1 Cor. xiv. 4. According to the context in each case, the individual, 
as here, or the church, or the whole Christian body, is a building of God 
(of which Christ is the foundation, 1 Cor. iii. 11 ; Eph. ii. 20, 21), on which 
the work of building is to proceed until the Parousia. — ei¢ aAAja.| oixodopeite 
eig Tov éva, 1 Thess. v. 11. 

Ver. 20. Prohibition of the opposite of ra rie oixodopije tig cig GAAHA. — 
karédve] pull down. Comp. 2 Cor. v. 1; Gal. ii. 18; Matt. xxvi. 61.— ra 
tpyov Tov Oeov] here, according to the context, the building of God, by which, 
however, is represented not what is mentioned in ver. 17 (the dicasoobvy k.7.d. 
so Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius) ; nor yet the faith of one’s fellow-Chris- 
tian (Theodoret, Reiche) or his eternal salvation (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact) ; nor all blessings vouchsafed through Christ (K6llner, comp. 
Borger) ; but, according to ver. 15, the Christian as such, in so far as his 
Christian life, his Christian personality, is God’s work (vill. 29, 380 ; 2 Cor. 
v. 17; Eph. ii. 10). Aptly Estius says : ‘‘fratrem, quem Deus fecit fide- 
lem.” Accordingly, what was expressed in ver. 15 by pi éxeivov ardddve, drip 
od X. aéOave, is here expressed by x) xardAve 7d épyov tr. Ocov ; but it is dif- 
ferently conceived and presented, in such a way that the brother is thought 
of there in his relation of redemption to Christ, here in his relation of spirit- 
ual origin to God. The importance of the latter conception is rightly point- 
ed out by Calovius: ‘‘non levis est culpa, sed horribilis @eowayia, opus Dei 
destruere.” — rdvra piv xabapa x.7.A.] the same thought as in ver. 14, repeat- 
ed in order to enter further into the py évexev Bpduaroc. ‘‘ All (all food) zn- 
deed is clean (not immoral to enjoy in and by itself), but dt cs sinful for the 
man who eats amidst offence,” who nevertheless uses a food, although he expert- 
ences moral offence in the using it—so that he thus against his conscience imi- 
tates the freer Christian. Comp. 1 Cor. viii. 9, 10. This reference of the 
ethical dative 16 dvOpdr 76 dtd mpook. éo0. to the weak in faith (Chrysostom, 
Luther, Beza, Carpzov, Semler, and others, including Riickert, Kéllner. 


180 Sé«euos in all N. T. passages (not: however prefers the reading Soxivots in B 
worthy, esteemed, and the like); see Butt- G* 77 (a copyist’s error), 
mann, in the Stud. u, Krit, 1860, p. 368, who 
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Philippi, Tholuck, Hofmann) is confirmed by the parallel in vv. 13, 14, and 
admirably suits the connection, inasmuch as 424d x«.r.2. unfolds the way and 
manner in which évexev Bpouaroc destruction may befall the work of God. 
Hence we must reject the explanation (Pelagius, Grotius, Bengel, and others, 
including Reiche, de Wette, Nielsen, Baumgarten-Crusius, Fritzsche, Reith- 
mayr, Krehl, Umbreit, van Hengel) of the strong in faith, who acts wrongly in 
eating under offence given, i.e. although to the offence of the weak. For in 
that case we should have here-no reference at all relevant to the KatdAvoic of 
the épyov r. Ocod, but only the vague remark that it is wrong to eat to the 
offence of others. — 4AAa] after wév ; see Vigerus, ed. Herm. p. 5386; Har- 
tung, Partikell. II. p. 403 f. ; Baeumlein, p. 170. —caxév] not hurtful (Riick- 
ert), nor yet bad in the sense of what is not good for him (Hofmann), but sin- 
Jul, the ethical contrast of xadapa. The subject (it) is to be understood of 
itself from what precedes, namely 7d xafapév, the pure in itself. Others 
supply zav (Reiche), 7d Bpoua (Grotius), 7d éoOiew (Riickert), rd ravra gayeiv 
(Fritzsche, Philippi). Hofmann also renders incorrectly, as though it ran, 
Kakov T) avOpory TO did rpookdupatoc éoBierv. — did] as in ii. 27. 

Ver. 21. Maxim for the strong in faith, which results from the preceding 
adda Kaxdv K.7.A.: “It ts excellent, morally right and good, to eat no Jlesh, and 
to drink no wine, and (generally) to do nothing whereby thy brother takes offence,” 
etc. Comp. 1 Cor, viii. 138. On y%, as joined to the infinitive with the 
article, see Bacumlein, p. 296. The article belongs only to LH pay. kp. With 
the second y7dé, the general roveiv is simply to be supplied * (Winer, p. 542 
[E. T. p. 583] ; Buttmann, p. 336 [E.T. 393]), and év @ also refers back to 
the eating of flesh and drinking of wine. Riickert and K6llner (following 
Luther, Grotius, Flatt) are mistaken in holding that xaAdév is to be taken com- 
paratively, and that the comparison lies in év 6 «.7.4. ; in which case we should 
have very arbitrarily to assume that the apostle, instead of following it up with 
an 7 «.T.A. (see on Matt. xviii. 8), had been led away from the construction. 
According to Hofmann, we should read jd gy. But this would in fact 
denote, not, as Hofmann thinks, nor yet anything at all, but neque unum, or 
ne unum quidem (see on 1 Cor. vi. 5 ; Johni. 8), which Would be unsuitable 
here. Quite unfounded withal is the objection against the reading éy 4, 
that rpooxérrey with évis not elsewhere found ; for rpooxérre is to be taker 
by itself (absolutely), and év ¢ means whereby, as év is also to be understood 
in Ecclus. xxx. 18 ; see Fritzsche on Heelus. p. 167. On the absolute rpoc- 
cont. comp. Ecclus. xxxiv. 17, xiii. 23, also John xi. 9, 10. — The following 
threefold designation of the same thing, namely, of the giving occasion for 
conduct opposed to conscience (comp. ver. 13), is explained by the urgency 
of the sorrowful thought. — dofevei] not : becomes weak, but, as it always 
denotes : 7s weak, 7.¢e. morally powerless to withstand temptation and to 
follow his moral conviction,—not different in substance from the two pre- 
ceding figurative designations already employed in ver. 13.—Further, that 


1 The zeugmatic breviloquence, which mer onward among the Greek writers (see 
leaves the reader to supply, after special Nagelsbach, z. Ilias, p. 179, ed. 3). Comp. 
notions (such as dayetvy and meeiv here), a generally, Kriiger, § 62. 3. 
more general word, is found also from Ho- 
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in ver. 21 not a merely problematic extension of abstinence is expressed, as 
those suppose who hold the abstinence on the part of the weak not to refer 
to all flesh, and to refer to wine either not at all, or only to the wine of 
libation (see introd. to the chapter, and on ver. 2), is evident from ver. 2, 
where abstinence from all flesh is expressed ; and hence here, alongside of 
the 7 dayeiv xpéa, the pydé rieiv oivov admits of no other conclusion than that 
the weak in faith drank no wine, but held the use of it likewise (see ver. 14) 
to be defiling. 

Vv. 22, 23. 2d niorw éyecc] [See Note CXLIX. p. 530.] may be viewed 
either concessively (Luther, Beza, and many others, including Scholz, Tischen- 
dorf, Fritzsche, Tholuck, Hofmann) or interrogatively (Calvin, Grotius, 
Calovius, and most moderns). Comp. on xiii. 3. The latter (already in 
Oecumenius, and probably also Chrysostom) corresponds better to the increas- 
ing animation of the discourse. Paul hears, as it were, how the strong in 
faith opposes him with an éy riorw éyw, and he replies thereto : Thou hast 
faith? Thou partakest of the confidence of faith grounded on Christ, re- 
specting the allowableness of the eating and drinking (vv. 2, 21), which is 
here in question ?—Have it for thyself (dpxeitw cov rd ovvedéc, Chrysostom) 
before God, so that God is the witness of thy faith, and thou dost not make 
a parade of it before men to the offence of the weak. ‘‘ Fundamentum verae 
prudentiae et dissimulationis,” Bengel. —éye] not : thow mayest have it 
(Reiche), which deprives the imperative expression of its force. — kara ceav- 
tév| for thyself alone ; see Kiihner, II. 1, p. 414.1— paxdpiog . . . kataxéxpirar 
forms a twofold consideration, which must influence the strong one not to 
abuse his strong faith to the prejudice of the weaker ; namely, (1) he has in 
truth on his side the high advantage, which is expressed by paxdpic . . . 
doxwatec ; on the other hand, (2) the danger is great for the weak one, if he 
through the example of the strong one is tempted to a partaking contrary 
to his conscience (6 dé dvaxpuvduevoc x.t.A.). How shouldest thou not content 
thyself with that privilege, and spare this peril to the weak ! On the formal 
mutual relation of xpiv., diaxpiv., and xataxpiv., comp. 1 Cor. xi. 81, 32, 
where, however, the definition of the sense is not as here. — pakapioc| for the 
Messianic blessedness, which has been acquired for him through Christ, does 
not become lost to him through conscientious doubts in the determining of 
his action. — xpiver] not equivalent to xaraxpiver, as, since Chrysostom, most 
interpreters think ; against which the climax xpivwr, diaxpivdpevoc, kataxéxpirat 
is decisive. It means: he who does not hold judgment upon himself, i.e. he 
who is so certain of his conviction, that his decision for this or that 
course is liable to no self-judgment ; he does not institute any such 
judgment, as the anxious and uncertain one does. —éy ¢ doximdte] in 
that which he approves, i.e. ‘‘agendum eligit” (Estius). Luther aptly ren- 
ders: in that which he accepts.2— Ver. 23: But he who wavers (da- 
Kpiv., gui dubius haeret., see on iv. 20), as to whether, namely, the eating is 
really allowed or not, is, if he shall have eaten, condemned, eo ipso (comp. on 


1Comp. Heliodorus, vii. 16: cara cavrov 2 Comp. 2 Macc. iv. 3; Dem. 1381.6; Plato, 
éxe kat pndevi ppdge, also the classical avtds Legg. p. 579 C; Diod. Sic. iv. 7. 
éxe, keep it for thyself. 
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xiii. 8 ; John iii. 18) “iable to the divine penal judgment, the opposite of paxd- 
ploc ; Comp. ardAdve, ver. 15. The matter is apprehended from the point of 
view of morally ideal strictness. Actual self-condemnation (Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Grotius, and others, including Hofmann) would have required a 
more precise designation. —6rz ob« é« miotewe] 8c. ipaye. — wav 8 k.T.A.] May 
be still connected with ér: : because he ate not from faith, but all, that comes 
not from faith, is sin. If itis taken independently, however, the sense is more 
emphatic. In the conclusion, which proves the kxaraxéxpira, wiv 02... 
duapt. éoriv is the major, and ox é« miotewe sc. éoaye the minor premiss, — 
miotec is here also none other than faith according to its moral quality (‘‘ con- 
scientiam informans et confirmans,” Bengel), i.e. faith in Christ, so far as it 
brings with it the moral confidence as to what in general, and under given 
circumstances, is the right Christian mode of action. Respecting the con- 
duct of the Christian, Paul lays down the axiom which regulates it gener- 
ally, and more especially in adiaphora, that all which does not proceed from 
that confidence of faith as the moral spring of action is sin ; to express a 
moral fundamental law beyond the Christian sphere of life, is foreign to his 
intention. Hence it was an alien proceeding to draw from the present 
expression, indirectly or directly,—in disregard of the natural law of con- 
science (ii. 14, 15),—the inference that the works and even the virtues of 
unbelievers were all of them sins (Augustine, c. Julian. iv. 8, et. al.; Luther ; 
Form. Cone. p. 700 ; Calovius, and others). Very correctly Chrysostom : 
tavta dé TavTa TEpl THO TpoKELmévyc brobécewc eipytat TH IlabAw, ov wept Tavtur. 
But against the abuse of this passage, as though it made all accountability 
dependent only on subjective moral conviction,’ see Jul. Miiller, von d. 
Sinde, I. p. 285, ed. 5 ; comp. also Delitzsch, Psychol. I. p, 189. 


Notes py American Eprror. ° 


CXXXVII. Ver. 1. rdv do0evotvra rH rioret, 


The use of the word zior¢ here is kindred to that in xii, 3, though the 
special application is not the same. It is evident that the writer's thought is 
not of the strength or weakness of the principle of trust in Christ in itself con- 
sidered, but as viewed in its relation to questions of conscience and practice. 
As faith develops itself to its full measure in the soul, its natural result is to 
give intelligence and Christian freedom in all points belonging to the sphere of 
the adiaphora. Faith is not knowledge ; but it manifests itself on the side of 
knowledge, so that as the believer grows in his faith he comes more and more 
to understand (if, indeed, the faith-growth is a legitimate one) that the adia- 
phora are not in themselves wrong. The man who has the fulness of faith 
knows that, as there is no idol-god, there can be no polluting influence in 
meats taken from animals which have been sacrificed to idols, and that, as the 
. earth with all that it furnishes for the support of life belongs to God, no food 
can be unclean in itself. Hence we find-the Apostle speaking of himself, in 


1Tn this view, the objective will of God would have been exempted from responsi- 
would cease to be the standard of account- _ bility, 
ability. The bloody deed of Sand, ¢.g., 
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ver. 14, as knowing and being persuaded in the Lord Jesus of this truth re. 
specting meats, and, in 1 Cor. viii. 1 ff., of all who had fully received his 
teaching as having knowledge of the nothingness of eidwaa. Paul’s conception 
of faith, thus, is that of the vital and all-pervading force of the Christian’ s life, 
which not merely secures him justification and becomes the source of holy liv- 
ing, but gives him true understanding in questions of duty and fitness for his 
special work, to which he is called of God. Weiss ed. Mey. holds that the 
weakness of faith here spoken of consists in such a fear that salvation may 
easily be lost as leads one anxiously to avoid, or painfully to do, things which 
are irrelevant to its attainment, in order that it may not be forfeited. If this 
be accepted as the true explanation, and not improbably it should be, we must 
still hold that, as this weakness gives way to growing strength, the knowledge 
which removes the fear enters the mind, and thus the increase of faith gives 
the man power to do what he shrank from doing before. That such fear and 
weakness sometimes arose in the apostolic age from the remaining influence of 
old beliefs (cf. 1 Cor. viii. 7) is not to be doubted, but we cannot affirm that 
they did in every individual case. That they were always attended by con- 
scientious scruples was natural or even necessary. 


CXXXVIII. Ver. 1. ui ei¢ deaxpicese diadoysopar, 


The meaning of this expression, though so uncertain as to preclude any ab- 
solute affirmation respecting it, seems to be indicated by the following pomts. 
(a) tpocdauPdveobe is addressed to the ‘‘strong’’ party, i.e. those who are free 
from the weakness referred to. This is evident, because the subject of the 
verb is contrasted with the object. It must be the ‘not weak’’ who are to 
receive the ‘‘weak.” Nor will it be otherwise if, with Meyer, we say ‘‘the ex- 
horted subject is the church, in contradistinction to the weak members ;” for 
the church, as thus contradistinguished, is the strong party. That this is the cor- 
rect view is confirmed by the fact that in Gal. v. 13 ff. (where Paul, not im- 
probably, has the same general subject of thought in his mind) and 1 Cor. 
viii._x. the exhortations are mainly addressed to this party in their relation to 
the other. If, however, the demand is made of the strong in faith, that they 
should take to their kindly fellowship their weaker brethren, it would seem — 
probable that whatever words are added as bearing upon the purpose of the 
reception must describe what the strong are to do, or are to avoid doing, re- 
specting the condition of the weak. (b) ) ei¢ «.7.2., as indicating the purpose, 
sets forth also, as Meyer remarks, a negative more precise definition of the 
verb. The reception to fellowship, that is, was to be a reception su? k.7.A. 
The words dvaxpicee Stadoyiouov imply, therefore, an unkindly attitude towards 
the weak party, and the most natural suggestion is that the unkindness, if 
manifested, would consist in some action bearing upon their thoughts or feel- 
ings. (c) The primary idea of Stadoytoudc is a thinking through or over as with 
one’s self, or in one’s own mind. Hence it comes to mean, in the plural, 
speculations or reasonings. This primary idea is apparently suggested directly 
or indirectly in most, if not indeed ali, of the N. T. passages where it occurs. 
It is thus adapted to express that mental state which, in connection with ques- 
tions such as are here under consideration, is described by our word scruples. 
(d) dtdxpiorg does not seem to derive from its corresponding verb the meaning 
doubts. Of the other possible significations, it is probable that decision or 
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judgment is the one here intended, because diaxpiowg in the two other cases 
where it occurs in the N. T. (1 Cor. xii. 10 ; Heb. v. 14) has this meaning or 
the one which lies at the basis of it; and because a dispute or discussion 
respecting the subject of the scruples would not, in itself, be necessarily other- 
wise than beneficial, The impropriety or undesirableness of it would depend 
on the spirit in which it was carried on, On the other hand, the passing of 
condemnatory judgments could not but be evil.—The probabilities as to the 
sense of each of the two words and the indications of the two clauses of the 
verse as related to each other, accordingly, combine together in favour of the 
explanation, not for the purpose of passing judgments upon their scruples. Such a 
purpose would be contrary to kindly fellowship. 


CXXXIX. Ver. 2. d¢ pév mioreter x.7.A. 


That zvorevec means here not believes that he may, but has faith to, eat all things, 
is clear from the aodevoivra tH wore of ver. 1, and from the é« riorewc of ver. 
23. There seems to be no reason discoverable from the chapter to lead us to 
the belief that any limitation should be put upon the language used in this 
verse ; and hence we may hold, with Meyer, that the weak man is represented 
as refusing all meats, and not merely all ceremonially unclean meats, or all flesh 
sacrificed to idols. ‘The extreme cases are taken for the purpose of emphasis. 


CXL. Ver. 3. ééovBeveitw — xpwéto. 


After setting forth the condition of the two parties, as represented by two 
supposed cases, the bidding appropriate to each is given. The one who is free 
from scruples must not have contempt for the Christian brother who is under 
bondage to them ; and the latter must not judge or condemn the former. The 
grounds for the command are added : because God has accepted as His own 
the one on whom judgment is passed ; because, being the servant of God, he 
is responsible to God only ; and because the subjects referred to are such as 
involve no sin, provided the man is fully persuaded in his own mind—he may 
live to the Lord equally whether he eats or declines to eat. 


CXLI. Ver. 5. 6¢ pév yap xpiver quépav x.7.A. 


Tisch. (8) adopts ydp. Treg. Alf. reject it. W. & Hort place it in brackets. 
The commentators generally, with Meyer, do not accept it as belonging to the 
text. . If it is read, the passage respecting ‘‘ days” is evidently introduced in a 
subordinate way, as an illustrative proof of what is said concerning the matter 
of eating, or, according to Hofmann, of the sentence duvarei . . . adrdv (ver. 4). 
If, on the other hand, ydp is omitted, there is a certain parallelism between 
this verse and ver. 2. The fact alluded to by Meyer, however,—that there is 
only a passing reference to this subject, while the other matter fills the whole 
remaining portion of the chapter,—makes it evident that the observance or 
non-observance of days was a thing of secondary importance to the Apostle’s 
present thought. The main point is the question of meats. 

We may infer from Gal. iv. 10 and Col. ii. 16, which are apparently kindred 
in thought to this verse, that the days here referred to were those observed by the 
Jews. Meyer regards them as including both feast and fast days. Weiss ed. 
Mey. would limit them to the latter. There seems, however, to be no sufficient 
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ground for this limitation. The different attitude which Paul takes in the 
three Epistles does not show that he is thinking of different observances. It 
is perfectly explicable without this supposition. He is here, asin the First 
Epistle to the Corinthians, addressing the church members with regard to 
their private and social life in these matters. They were holding different 
opinions, as connected with the stronger or weaker measure of their faith, and 
were passing judgments privately on actions and scruples. Under such cir- 
cumstances he could write calmly—telling them that the questions of this class 
were not of vital importance ; that the kingdom of God was not eating and 
drinking, but righteousness ; that, whether one should eat all things or vegeta- 
bles only, he would neither gain nor lose anything at the day of final judgment; 
that there was no sin in freedom ; that freedom in such things was even the high- 
est and normal state for the intelligent believer ; but that, as some believers 
were still under the bondage of conscientious scruples, the rule of the Christian 
society should be, here as it was everywhere, love to the brethren. Each one 
should, for himself, see that he was, before acting, fully persuaded in his own 
mind. Each one should, in his relations to others, be animated by the spirit 
of Christ, There should be no condemnation of the strong by the weak, and 
no contempt of the weak on the part of the strong. In the case of the Galatian 
and Colossian churches, on the contrary, there was quite a different condition of 
things. In Galatia, he saw his converts, under the influence of teachers who © 
bitterly opposed his doctrine, moving away from the freedom of the gospel to 
the bondage of Judaistic views. At Colossae, there were men who insisted upon 
these observances as essential to the highest life, in connection with the idea 
of matter as the source of evil. The truth of Christianity was, thus, involved by 
reason of the assaults of dangerous and insinuating enemies. He was com- 
pelled to arouse his unthinking followers by the sound of alarm, and to bid 
them claim independence for themselves as related to the judgment or de- 
mand of any who would condemn them. But the subject of controversy was 
the same in all cases. The difference was only in the position of the adversa- 
ries, and, consequently, of the Apostle himself. 

The bearing of this verse upon the observance of the Christian Sunday is 
discussed by many writers. The following points may be noticed in a candid 
and impartial examination of this question. (a) The primary, and probably 
exclusive direct reference of the words, as related to the differences in the 
churches addressed by Paul, was to Jewish, not to Christian observances. 
(6) An agreement respecting the latter, connected with a difference respecting 
the former, is conceivable. (c) The writer may possibly, therefore, have had 
no intention of including the Christian Sunday among the days whose 
observance or non-observance might be left to the individual judgment. 
(d) On the other hand, the contrast in the words of the verse is between — 
esteeming one day above another and esteeming every day alike. The 
universality of the expression is noticeable. (e) No command is given by 
the Apostle in any of his Epistles with reference to the Christian Sunday, 
and no reference is made to it except in 1 Cor. xvi. 2. (f) The mode of 
dealing with the general subject of ‘‘ days” must be considered. Is it prob- 
able or improbable that Paul would have written as he did in the three Epis- 
tles, if the error of the Sabbath-observers had been simply, or mainly, an error 
in keeping the seventh day instead of, or in addition to, the first? The deter- 
mination of these points and their adjustment in relation to one another are 


w 
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necessary to a decision. The decision when made, will not in itself settle the 
question as to the grounds or the proper character of Sunday-observance, but 
it must find its place in the main argument on that question. What Paul’s 
view of the matter was is an importanf element in the discussion as to whether 
the Christian Sunday depends on, and finds its inviolable Divine ordinance in, 
the Fourth Commandment. The question in its wider range, however, extends 
beyond this point of the relation of the Christian institution to the Mosaic 
Law. 
CXLIT. Ver. 6. 6 écbiwv kupig tobier x.7.A. 


Paul recognizes the fact that both the eater and the non-eater take the course 
of action which they follow with that regard for the Lord and their duty to 
Him, which animates the Christian in everything. Whether he lives or dies, 
it is not for himself, but for Christ. It is to be observed here, (a) that kupiy 
refers to Christ, because the believer, according to the Pauline phraseology, is 
dovaog (here oixérn¢, ver. 4) Xpiorov, and because Xprordc is used in ver. 9 with 
manifest reference to kypiw (comp. also kupievoy, ver. 9). (2) that living and dy- 
ing are mentioned, as in viii. 38, 1 Cor. iii. 22, as the two extremes between 
which everything else must be included :—if for Christ in these, for Him in all 
things ; (3) that the proof on which he rests his statement that both parties act 
with true regard to the Lord’s service is, that they each of them offer the prayer 
of thanksgiving for that which they eat ; (4) that the use of the words no man liv- 
eth to himself (ver. 7), which is often made in public discourse, as meaning that 
the Christian, according to the law of his life, should live for others, is not jus- 
tified by the thought of the passage. Living for others is a teaching of Chris- 
tianity, but not of these words. 


CXLITI. Ver. 13. pnxére obv GAAnAove Kpivoper. 

The immediate connection of odv is (as Meyer also says) with ékaorog «7.2. of 
ver. 12. In the progress of the thought, however, it may be regarded as intro- 
ducing a conclusion from all that has been said. As the Christian is not his 
brother-Christian’s servant, but Christ’s ; as the one who eats the meats and 
the one who does not both act in devotion to the common Master ; and as the 
judgment of God is to decide all questions at the end, the duty of the two par- 
ties is to refrain from judging each other. The two words éfovSeveiv and xpiveww 
are here included in xpiywuer, because the ééov8. is really a xpivery. 


CXLIV. Ver. 13. aAaAd rovro kpivate uaGArov, «.T.A. 


From the negative exhortation wyx . . . . xpiv., which is addressed to both 
parties, and in which he also includes himself, Paul turns immediately to a 
positive one directed to the ‘‘strong’”’ section only. The remainder of the 
chapter appeals to them ; bidding them resolve to put no hindrance in the way 
of the Christian life and progress of the weak, and setting forth reasons why 
they should follow the bidding. These reasons, which, in the earnestness and 
natural flow of the thought, are not presented in carefully arranged succession, 
are the following : (1) that the weak will be ‘grieved ;’’ (2) that the one for 
whom Christ died and in whose life is God’s work may be thus injured or 
even destroyed ; (3) that the danger of this injury and loss is occasioned for the 
sake of what is not essential to the kingdom of God, but is comparatively 
unimportant. 
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-OXLY. Vv. 14-23. 


The doctrine of Paul on the subject of the adsddopa, as indicated in these 
verses, involves the following points. (a) There is no real ground for con- 
scientious scruplesin such matters. He distinctly declares himself to be of the 
strong and free party. As living in the sphere of Christ, and taught by Him, 
he is persuaded, he even knows that nothing is unclean in and through itself, 
(b) The man who has this knowledge and persuasion (i.e. this faith to eat all 
things) is to be called happy, and may rightly for and by himself enjoy his 
freedom before God. (c) The man who is not fully persuaded, i.e., who thinks 
a certain thing to be unclean, will do wrong if he eats. His subjective state 
makes the action wrong, not in itself, but for him. (d) The strong, as they are 
brought into relations with the weak, must not insist upon the exercise of that 
liberty which they may indulge in private, because Christian love must help 
and not hinder or harm the weak. (e) The principle of action in all such matters 
must be love. 

It is evident, however, that Paul did not hold the view that the Christian 
body should always limit its opinions, or its acts, by the limitations of those 
among its members whose knowledge and faith, in the sense here indicated, are 
at the lowest point. He asserts most definitely and emphatically the rights of 
the individual conscience. ‘‘ Why is my liberty judged by another man’s con- 
science,” 1 Cor. x. 29. He affirms that conscientious scruples of the class 
referred to belong to and are occasioned by imperfect Christian knowledge. 
Growth in faith will remove them. Freedom from them is a blessedness. If 
they do not exist, they are not to be originated by anxious questioning (comp. 
1 Cor. x. 25-27). He expresses apprehension in the case of those who are fall- 
ing back into them (Gal. iv. 11), that his labour for their conversion and Chris- 
tian life has been in vain. He boldly advocates freedom against the Judaistic 
party. Ina word, he preaches the Pauline Gospel. 

No interpreter can understand the Apostle’s whole doctrine, who does not 
take both sides of the matter into his consideration. No body of Christian 
believers, it may be added, can fulfil the apostolic injunction so long as the 
men of freedom respecting the indifferent things are alone called upon to obey 
its voice, and cease to despise their weaker brethren. The weaker party must 
also do what has often been forgotten in later times, as it was in Paul’s day— 
cease to condemn those who are raised, through faith and knowledge, into the 
understanding that none of these things are unclean in themselves, but that 
they are so only to him who thinks them to be so. 


CXLVI. Ver. 15. ei yap . . . . 6 ddeAgic Avreirat. 


Avreirat evidently is not the same word as d7éAAve, but the connection of 
the sentences shows that it must be either equivalent to that verb or must de- 
note something in the line of its meaning. It cannot, therefore, be the mere 
feeling of pain that another person does something which we regard as wrong. 
It must involve an injury to our Christian life, of greater or less moment. 
Whether, however,—this being admitted,—Avreiv is to be regarded (with 
Philippi and others) as directly conveying the idea to injure, or (with Weiss ed 
Mey.) as pointing to it more indirectly, in that the weaker person, being led 
on by the example of the strong, is thrown into much internal conflict and 
sorrow, is more difficult to determine. The comparison of this expression with 
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1 Cor. viii. 9, 10, 11, 12, where there is much similiarity in language to the 
present passage, though indeed a reference to a different subject, would sug- 
gest the latter idea. Comp. especially ovveidyoie abtod dobevoic 6vTo¢ oikodoun- 
Oyoerat cig TO. . . éoOiery and rimrovtec abrav THY ovveionow dob_evovoar, 


CXLVII. Ver. 16. pu) Bracdnueiobw obv judy 7d ayabéy, 


The similarity of the entire passage to what is found in 1 Cor. viii, suggests 
that the reference in rd dyafdv is to the ‘‘liberty” of the strong party. This 
explanation, which is favored by many writers (so Fritzsche, Tholuck, Godet, 
Gifford, and others), is rejected by Meyer, Weiss ed. Mey., Hofmann, de Wette, 
Alford, Philippi, and others. The last mentioned writers, however, differ in 
their views, as to what the good thing referred to is (see Meyer’s note). The 
objections urged against the reference to liberty seem to have no real founda- 
tion. They are the following : (a) That the plural «‘ you”’ being used here, in- 
stead of the singular as in ver 15, shows that the writer is addressing the whole 
church, and not the strong party. But it should be noticed, (1) that the plural 
is used in ver. 13 in addressing this party, and (2) that the whole church is 
nowhere spoken of throughout the entire chapter except with the use of the 
first person plural. (b) That the emphatic position of tuav indicates a ref- 
erence to the church. But the position of iuév is altogether consistent with a 
designed prominence given to the strong party in contrast with the weak. Paul 
was exhorting the strong with respect to that which belonged to them alone. 
Comp. the emphatic ov, ver. 22. (c) That the reading 7u6v found in D and 
some later authorities, also in the Peshito, indicates the same reference. But 
70v simply unites the writer with the persons to whom he directs his remarks, 
and is just as applicable to the free party as it is to the whole body of believers. 
Comp. jueic oi duvatoi xv. 1, 1 Cor. xv. 52, and other passages, where Paul refers 
to a class of persons and adds himself to them by the use of the “communi- 
cative we.’’ Moreover, this reading may have been, at the most, what some 
copyist thought to be the Apostle’s meaning, and may have been due to an 
error on his part as to what that meaning was. (d) That the verb BAaconueiobw 
points to reproaches of unbelievers against the church. It is to be admitted 
that the verb often has this reference, but that it may be used of believers 
also, is heyond doubt. It is thus used in 1 Cor. x. 30, where Paul is speaking 
of a matter kindred to that which is alluded to here. The argument derived 
from that passage as proving the same sense in this place is a very strong one. 
(e) That ver. 17 favors the interpretation of tudv as meaning all the church 
members. Not so, it may be answered, when the force of ver. 17 is rightly un- 
derstood. As, in 1 Cor. viii. 8, the Apostle urges, as a reason why the strong 
party should not allow their liberty to become a stumbling-block to the weak, 
the fact that food will not commend (or present) us before the Divine judgment- 
_ Seat ; so here he presses the same thing on the ground that the kingdom of 
God does not consist in eating and drinking. (f) That toi¢ dévOpadroie (ver. 18) 
shows that the BAacdnuia is that of unbelievers. But there is neither any 
statement by the writer, nor any decisive evidence, that dvOpémove means only 
unbelievers, and, if it does, there is no evidence that the 18th verse has any 
force except as confirming the declaration of ver. 17, or, in other words, that 
it has an immediate connection with ver. 16 of such a sort.as to have any bear- 
ing whatever on the question under consideration. It is worthy of notice that 
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there is no allusion to unbelievers anywhere else in the chapter, but, on the 
other hand, that all the other suggestions of every sort have reference to the 
two parties of believers in their relation to each other. When we take this fact 
into view, and at the same time the insufficiency of the counter arguments, 
the parallelism of the expressions in the passage in the First Epistle to the 
Corinthians must be allowed its full weight. This parallelism and the natural- 
ness of the interpretation when the verse and the context are considered by them- 
selves, render the reference of 70 dyafdév-to the liberty of the strong party alto- 
gether probable. 


CXLVIII. Ver. 17. od yap éotw 4 BaotAcia tod Oeov k.7.A. 


Meyer claims that the kingdom of God here, and everywhere else, signifies 
‘*nothing else than the Messiah’s kingdom, the erection of which begins with 
the Parousia, belonging not to the aidv otroc, but to the aidv péhAwy.” Weiss 
ed. Mey. admits that this is the ordinary meaning of the phrase in Paul's 
writings, but he denies that the reference here is to the kingdom as established 
hereafter. It is, rather, to the essential idea of the kingdom, which is not 
such that a man must eat and drink this or that in order to participate in it. 
The view of Weiss is more nearly correct. The vital element of the kingdom 
is not eating and drinking, but righteousness. The atmosphere of the king- 
dom is righteousness and peace and joy in the Holy Spirit. For those whose 
life is in this atmosphere the minor questions pertaining only to the physical 
life (cf. 1 Cor. vi. 13a) are insignificant. 

In regard to the words dixacocivy and eipyvn, on the other hand, Meyer seems 
to have the right view as compared with Weiss. The latter, with Riickert, 
Tholuck, Philippi, Shedd, and others, holds that dix. here means dix. ék zo- 
tew¢ and refers to justification, and that eip. means reconciliation with God. 
The ordinary sense of dvx. is more appropriate to the context and the chapter 
—conformity to what one ought to be and do. The context also points to 
peace with one another, rather than peace with God, as the ideain the writer’s 
mind. Comp. vv. 18,19. It is certainly more natural to use the form of ex- 
pression found in ver. 18, 6 dovietuy Xpiord év tovtTw or Todbro.c, if the words 
have the latter meaning. The whole chapter, also, has reference to actions 
and relations to the Christian brethren. It is not sufficient to urge, as counter- 
balancing the force of these suggestions, that the Apostle is stating what the 
essence of God’s kingdom consists in ; for though the things which are funda- 
mental to that kingdom are justification and reconciliation, yet, in a true and 
proper sense, the essence of the kingdom is righteousness of life and peace, 
which is the fruit of love. Weiss objects that love is not mentioned, but it is 
plainly suggested in the use of eip7vy, and the circumstances of the case called 
especially for the mention of this particular manifestation of love. 

The words yapd év rveduare dyiw have been made an objection to the refer- 
ence of dix. and eipyvn favored by Meyer. It is affirmed that this joy is not ap 
active virtue, but a mere condition subjective to the individual mind. Ip 
answer to this, however, it may be said that joy may here be referred to as 
both the origin of and the attendant upon the state of Christian peace, or that 
it may be mentioned as one of the chief fruits of the Spirit in connection witb 
the others, although it is not intended to have precisely the same application. 
The strongest argument for the other view is that connected with this ex- 
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pression. But everything else points so decidedly towards Meyer’s expla- 
nation, that it is to be regarded—not, indeed, as certain—but as the more 
probable of the two. Godet, Gifford, Beet, Sanday, Hofmann, and others 
among the most recent writers agree substantially with Meyer. Grimm Lex. 
N. T. is doubtful. Both views are united by de Wette. If Meyer’s explanation 
is adopted, the righteousness and peace are (as he also says himself) those of 
the Christian life ;—having faith in Christ as the soil from which they spring 


CXLIX. Vv. 22, 23. od rior jv éyerc, K.T.A. 


(1) Meyer, with whom, among recent commentators, Godet, Weiss ed. Meyer, 
Philippi, and some others agree, rejects 7». He supposes it to be occasioned by 
a double writing of the last two letters of zist.v, or to have been added as ex- 
planatory. Philippi regards it as a paraphrastic gloss. Godet decides against its 
insertion on the ground that the ancient versions generally do not favour it, and 
that it is not in keeping with the context. Weiss thinks thatif it had been gen- 
uine, we should have found 7?» ior in the text, and not riornv. The external 
evidence is admitted to be favourable to its insertion, and it is adopted by Treg. 
Tisch. (8), W. & Hort. With #v the sentence is certainly affirmative ; without 7» 
it is probably so, though possibly interrogative. R. V. accepts 7v as the true 
reading. (2) wioriv, by reason of the connection of thought throughout the 
chapter, must mean faith in the sense and application of the word suggested 
in vy. 1, 2. (3) kara ceavrév, The emphasis is evidently upon these words. 
This, however, does not prove that the sole purpose of the sentence is to for- 
bid the pressing of one’s freedom in the presence and to the injury of the 
weak. The following clauses, as well as the wording of this clause itself, make 
it probable that, along with this idea, itis also implied that the strong may retain 
and enjoy and exercise the freedom of his faith when he is ‘‘ by himself,’ and 
‘‘before God” only. (4) waxdpioc is referred by Meyer to the fact that ‘the 
Messianic blessedness [i.e. in the established Messianic kingdom] does not 
become lost to him through conscientious doubts.’’ But, more probably, it re- 
fers to the present happiness, which the believer who is not troubled by such 
doubts in the sphere of the adiaphora must necessarily have. (5) The expla- 
nation given by Meyer of 6 uy Kpivov . . . . doxiwdler is undoubtedly correct. 
The man asks no questions for conscience’ sake (1 Cor. x. 25) before the action, 
and subjects himself to no self-judgment in and after it. As he practically ap- 
proves it (doxuager), so he has no inward doubt that it is right. He has faith 
for ‘‘all things.” (6) On the other hand, the one who doubts is condemned, 
pvovided he eats. He moves forward to action before he is inwardly ready for 
it. d:axpivecfac is here used in the same sense as in Matt. xxi. 21. As Godet — 
says, ‘Conscience has not yet reached oneness with itself; hence the term 
diaxpiv, to be divided into two men, the one of whom says yes, the other no.” 
kataxéxpira refers apparently to God's judgment (Meyer says, ‘‘is liable to the 
divine penal judgment’’), but does not carry with it the idea that the person 
will, necessarily, be a subject of eternal condemnation. (7) 6r¢ ov« éx TioTews. 
The reason of the condemnation is becanse the cating, in the case supposed, 
does not originate in, have its source in, faith. The man eats all things (ver. 
2) while he has faith only to eat vegetables. (8) wav dé 6 obk éx wioTewe duaptia 
égoriv. ioric in this clause is to be understood in the sense in which it is used 
throughout the chapter. The interpretation of the clause is determined by 
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this fact. Paul is speaking of the action of Christians in the region of the 
adiaphora, and of this only. The explanation which applies the words to all 
actions and life, and which even makes them apply to unbelievers, declaring 
that everything which they do is sin because they do not believe in Christ, igs 
founded on a misapprehension of what the Apostle’s purpose is. He has no 
reference to this matter, nor indeed to anything beyond the limits of the 
chapter. 
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CHAPTER XV.’ 


Various writers formerly, from the days of Semler,? disputed, not that Paul 
was the author of chap. xv. and xvi. (as to the doxology, xvi. 25-27, see, how- 
ever, the critical notes on chap. xvi.), but that chap. xv. and xvi. along with chap. 
i.-xiv. compose one epistle. Semler himself thought that Paul had given to the 
bearers of the letter—of which Phoebe was not the bearer—-a list, which they 
might exhibit, of the teachers whom they were to visit on their journey by way 
of Cenchreae (where Phoebe dwelt) arid Ephesus (where Aquila dwelt), and to 
_ whom they were to hand a copy of the letter. This list was in his view chap. 
xvi., of which, however, vv. 25-27 had their original place after xiv. 23 (which 
also Paulus, Griesbach, Flatt, Eichhorn assumed) ; and chap. xv. was an open 
letter to those same teachers, with whom the travellers were to confer respect- 
ing the contents.—Paulus (de originib. ep. ad Rom., Jen. 1801, and in his Kom- 
mentar, z. Gal. u. Rom. 1831, Introd.) held chap. xv. to be an appended letter 
for those who were enlightened, and chap. xvi. to have been a separate leaf for 
the bearer of the letters, with commendations to the overseers of the church and 
commissions to those whom they were particularly to greet from Paul. Gries- 
bach (curae in hist. teat. Gr. epp. P. p. 45, and in his Opusc. ed. Gabl. vol. ii. p. 
63; comp. in opposition to him, Gabler himself in the Preface, p. xxiv.), 
whom in the main Flatt followed, saw in chap. xv, an appendix for the further 
discussion of the last subject, subjoined after the conclusion of the letter, while 
chap. xvi. consisted originally of various appended leaflets. A similar hypoth- 
esis was constructed by Eichhorn (Hinleit. III. p. 232 ff.), who, however, re- 
garded xvi. 1-20 as not belonging to Rome at all, but as a letter of commen- 
dation for Phoebe, probably destined for Corinth, but taken along with her to 
Rome. Among all the grounds by which these varied assumptions have been 
supported, there are none which are valid, not even those which appear the 
least to rest on arbitrary assumption. For the statement that Marcion did not 
read chap. xv. and xvi. amounts to this, that he, according to his fashion 
(see Hahn, d. Ev. Marcion’s, p. 50 ff.), ewcised them.’ See, besides, Nitzsch 
in the Zeitschr. f. histor. Theol. 1860,I. p. 285 ff. Further, that Tertullian, c. 


1 Comp. Lucht, 7b. d. beiden letzt. Kap. d. 
Rimerbriefs, eine krit. Unters., Berlin 1871. 

2 Keggemann, praes. Semler de duplici ep. 
ad Rom. appendice, Hal. 1767, and afterwards 
in Semler’s Paraphrase, 1769. See in oppo- 
sition to him, Koppe, He. II. p. 400 ff., ed. 
Ammon, Flatt, and Reiche. . 

3 Origen on xvi. 25: “‘Caput hoe (viz. xvi. 
25-27) Marcion, a quo scripturae evange- 
licae et apostolicae interpolatae sunt, de 
hac epistola penitus abstulit ; et non solum 
hoe, sed et ab eo loco, ubi seriptum est (xiv. 
23): omne autem, quod non ex fide est, pec- 
eatum est, usque ad finem cuncta dissecuit,” 


—which dissecuit cannot denote a mere mu- 
lilation (Reiche and others), but must be 
equivalent in sense to the preceding abstu- 
lit. The validity of this testimony cannot 
be overthrown by the silenee of Epiphanius 
on this omission of Marcion, as a merely 
negative reason against it. ldarcion’s stum- 
bling-blocks, as regards chap. Xv., were 
probably vv. 4 and 8 in particular. Alto- 
gether Marcion allowed himself to use 
great violences to this epistle, as he, for ex- 
ample, extruded x. 5-xi. 82: Tertullian, ¢. 
Mare. v.14. Comp. generally, Hilgenfeld, in 
the Zeitschr. f. hist. Theol. 1855, tii. p. 426 ff. 
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Mare. v. 14, designates the passage xiv. 10 as to be found in clauswla of the 
epistle, is sufficiently explained from the fact that he is arguing against Marcion 
and hence refers to his copy. Comp. also Rénsch, d. N. 7’ Tertullian’s p. 350. 
Again, the repeated formulae of conclusion before the final close of the letter 
(xvi. 20, 24 ; xv. 33 is merely the concluding wish of a section) are most readily 
and naturally understood from the repeated intention of the apostle actually 
to conclude ; which was to be done first of all at xvi. 16, but was frustrated 
through the intrusion of the further observation ver. 17 ff., and was deferred till 
ver. 20, after which, however, some further commissions of greeting were in- 
troduced (vv. 21-23), so that not until ver. 24 did the last wish of blessing — 
and now, for the complete conclusion of the whole, the ample doxology, vv. 
25-27—finish the epistle. Most plausible are the two difficulties felt in refer- 
ence to chap. xvi.; namely, (1) that Paul would probably not have had so many 
acquaintances in Rome, where he had not yet been at all, as he greets in chap. 
xvi., especially seeing that, in the epistles subsequently written from Rome, he 
mentions none of them ; and (2) that Aquila and Priscilla could hardly at that 
time have been in Rome (xvi. 3), because they not long before were still dwell- 
ing in Ephesus (1 Cor. xvi. 19), and were at a later period likewise in Ephesus 
(2 Tim. iv. 19). This has been regarded as the most serious difficulty by Am- 
mon (Praefat. p. 24) —who held chap. xvi. to be a letter of commendation written 
by the apostle for Phoebe to Corinth after the imprisonment at Rome —and re- 
cently by Day. Schulz (in the Stud. u. Krit. 1829, p. 609 ff.), Schott (Isag. p. 249 
{f.), Reuss (Gesch. d. h. Schrift. § 111), Ewald, Laurent, Lucht. Schulz regards 
chap. xvi. as written from Rome to Ephesus ; while Schott’s judgment is as 
follows : ‘‘Totum cap. xvi. compositum est fragmentis diversis' alius cujusdam 
epistolae brevioris (maximam partem amissae), quam Paulus Corinthi ad coe- 
tum quendam Christianum in Asia Minori versantem dederat, ita ut qui schedu- 
las singulas haec fragmenta exhibentes sensim sensimque deprehendisset, 
continua serie unum adjiceret alteri.’’ Reuss (so also Hausrath and Sabatier) 
sees in xvi. 1-20 a letter with which Phoebe, who was travelling to Ephesus, was 
entrusted to the church there ; while Ewald (comp. Mangold, also Ritschl in 
the Juhrb. f. D. Theol. 1866, p. 352) cuts out only vv. 3-20, but likewise regards 
this portion as having originally pertained to an epistle of the apostle to the 
Ephesians, which, according to ver. 7, was written from the Roman captivity ; 
as, indeed, also Laurent (neutest. Stud. p. 31 ff.) extracts from vv. 1-24 a special 
commendatory letter for Phoebe, written by the apostle’s own hand to the Ephe- 
sians, assuming at the same time marginal remarks ;? and Lucht assigns the 
commendation of Phoebe, and the greetings by name in vv. 3-6, to a letter to 
the Ephesians, but the greetings following in ver. 7 ff. to the editor of the 
Epistle to the Romans. But (1) just in the case of Rome it is readily con- 
ecivable that Paul had many acquaintances there, some of whom had come 
from Asia and Greece, and had settled in Rome, whether permanently or tem- 
porarily (several perhaps as missionaries) ; while others, like Aquila, had been 
banished as Jews under Claudius, and then had returned as Pauline Christians. 
(2) It is by no means necessary that Paul should have known the whole of those 


1.These being vv. 1-16, vv. 17-20, vv. 21-24, than vv. 21, 23, 24 See, in opposition, 
VV. 25-27. Ritschl, /.c., and Lucht, p. 22 f.—Weisse 
2 And that to such an extent, that of the | would have chap. xvi. together with chap. 
16th chapter nothing further is supposed to —_ix.-xi. directed to Ephesus. 
have been written by Paul for the Romans 
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saluted by sight ; how many might, though personally unknown, be saluted by 
him! (3) The fact that Paul at a later period, when he himself was a prisoner 
in Rome and wrote thence (in my judgment, the Epistle to the Philippians hero 
alone comes into consideration ; see Introd. to Eph. and Col. ; the Pastoral 
Epistles, as non-apostolic, must be disregarded), does not again mention any 
one of those here saluted, may have arisen from the altered circumstances of 
the time ; for between the composition of the epistle to Rome and the apostle’s 
sojourn in Rome there lies an interval of three years, during which the major- 
ity of those referred to might have obtained other places of destination. 
Besides, the salutation which Paul in the Epistle to the Philippians offers to 
others (iv. 22) is merely a quite summary one. (4) There exists no ground at 
all for denying that Aquila and Priscilla might, after the writing of our First 
Epistle to the Corinthians (1 Cor. xvi. 19), have returned from Ephesus to 
Rome and have informed the apostle of their sojourn and activity there. (5) 
The greeting from all churches in ver, 16 is suitable enough for an epistle ad- 
dressed to the church of the capital city of the empire ; and the first-fruits of Asia, 
ver. 5, was everywhere a distinguishing predicate, so that it does not presuppose 
one living precisely in Ephesus.! (6) Were vv. 3-20 a portion cast adrift of an 
epistle to the Hphesians, or even a separate small letter to the Ephesians, it 
would not be easy to see how it should have come precisely to this place; it must 
have from the outset lost every trace of the tradition of its original destination to 
such an extent, that no occasion was found even afterwards, when an epistle to 
the Ephesians was already in ecclesiastical use, to subjoin it to that epistle. 
From all this there just as little remains any sufficient ground for severing, in 
opposition to all testimony, chap. xvi., as there is for severing chap. xv., having 
otherwise so close an external and internal connection with chap. xiv., from the 
Epistle to the Romans, and giving up the unity of the latter as handed down. 
It was reserved at last for the criticism of Baur to contest the apostolic origin 
of chap. xv. xvi. (in the Tub. Zeitschr. 1836, 3, and Paulus, I. p. 394 ff., ed. 2; 
comp. also in the theol. Jahrb. 1849, 4, p. 493 ff. ; Schwegler, nachapostol. Zeitalt. 
p. 123 ff. ; Volkmar, in the theol. Jahrb. 1856, p. 321 ff., and Rém. Kirche, 1857, 
p. 3). Baur finds in the last two chapters a making of advances towards the 
Jewish Christians,? such as does not suit the tenor of the rest of the epistle. 
In this view he objects particularly to vv. 3, 8, 14 in chap. xv.; vv. 9-12 isa 
mere accumulation of Bible passages to pacify the Jewish Christians ; ver. 15 
is irrelevant, ver. 20 no less so; the statement of ver. 19: from Jerusalem to 
Iilyricum, is unhistorical, derived from a later interest ; vv. 22, 23 do not agree 
with i. 10-13; vv. 24, 28, intimating that Paul intended to visit the Romans 
only on his route to Spain, are surprising ; vv. 25, 26 have been taken by the 
writer from the epistles to the Corinthians for his own purpose, in order to win 
over the Jewish Christians ; the long series of persons saluted in chap. xvi.— 
a list of notabilities in the early Roman church—was intended to afford proof 
that Paul already stood in confidential relations to the best known members of 
the church, in connection with which several names, among them the ovyyevei¢ 


1 Comp. besides, onthe arguments num- 
bered 1-5, van Hengel, II. p. 783 ff. 

2The two chapters are supposed, for- 
sooth, to belong to a Pauline writer, ‘‘ who, 
in the spirit of the author of the book of Acts, 
wished to oppose to the sharp anti-Judaism of 


the apostle a softening and soothing counter. 
poise in favor of the Judaists; and in the 
interests of unity... The 15th chapter is 
supposed to have its original in 2 Cor. x. 
13-18.—Hilgenfeld has not adhered to Baur’s 
view. 
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of the apostle as well as Aquila and Priscilla, and their characterization are sus- 
picious ; vv. 17-20 are unsuitably placed, and without characteristic colouring ; 
the position of the final doxology is uncertain ; the entire complaisance towards 
the Jewish Christians conflicts with Gal. i. and ii. But this same (so-called) 
complaisance (according to Volkmar, ‘‘ with all manner of excuses and half com- 
pliments’’) is assumed utterly without ground, especially seeing that Paul had 
already in an earlier passage expressed so much of deep and true sympathy for 
his people (comp. ix. 1 ff., x. 1, 2, xi. 1, 2, 11 ff., et al.) ; and whatever else is 
discovered to be irrelevant, unsuitable, and unhistoric in the two chapters is 
simply and solely placed in this wrong light through the interest of suspicion ; 
while, on the other hand, the whole language and mode of representation are so 
distinctively Pauline, that an interpolation so comprehensive would in fact 
stand unique, and how singular, at the same time, in being furnished with such 
different conclusions and fresh starts! See, further, Kling in the Stud. u. Krit, 
1837, p. 308 ff. ; Delitzsch in the Luther. Zeitschr. 1849, p. 609 ff. ; Th. Schott, 
p. 119 ff. ; Wieseler in Herzog’s Encyklop. XX. p. 598 f. ; Mangold, p. 67 ff. ; 
Riggenbach in the Luther. Zeitschr. 1868, p. 41 ff.—Nevertheless Lucht, l.c., 
has once more come into very close contact with Baur, in proposing the hy- 
pothesis that the genuine epistle of Paul, extending to xiv. 23, existed in an 
incomplete state ; that thereupon, one hand, summing up the main points of 
the epistle in the (un-Pauline) doxology, added the latter after xiv. 23 ; while 
another further continued the theme broken off at xiv, 23, and subjoined an 
epilogue, along with greetings, tothe Romans. In this way two editions arose, of 
which one (A) contained chap. i.-xiv. and xvi. 25-27; while the other (B) con- 
tained chap, i.-xiv. and xv. 1-16, 24; A and B were then supplemented from 
one another. That which Paul himself had appended after xiv. 23, was removed 
from it by the Roman clergy, and laid up in their archives (out of consideration 
for the ascetics, namely); but subsequently it, along with fragments of an 
epistle to the Ephesians, which had also been placed in the archives, had been 
worked in by the composer of chap. xv. and xvi. This entire hypothesis turns 
upon presuppositions and combinations which are partly arbitrary in them- 
selves, and partly without any solid ground or support in the detailed exegesis. 

Ver. 2. After écaoro¢ Elz. has ydp, against decisive witnesses. — Ver. 4. Instead 
of the second rpoeypdon, BC DE F G &*, 67**, 80, most vss., and several Fa- 
thers have éypd¢n. Approved by Griesb., adopted by Lachm., Tisch., Fritzsche. 
Rightly ; the compound is an intentional or mechanical repetition. — Not 
so strongly attested (though by A B C* L.8) is the 6:d repeated before ric 
mapaxA in Griesb., Lachm., Tisch. 8, which, since the article again follows, 
became easily added. — Ver. 7. iudc] Elz. : jude, against ACD** EFGL YX, 
min., most vss., and several Fathers. A correct gloss, indicating the reference 
of iudc to the Jewish and Gentile Christians,-— Ver. 8. ydp] approved by 
‘Griesb., adopted also by Lachm, and Tisch. But Elz. and Fritzsche have 0 ; 
against which the evidence is decisive. Moreover, Aéyw dé is the customary 
form with Paul for more precise explanation, and hence also slipped in here. — 
yeyevno@at] Lachm. : yevéofa, according to B C* D* F G, Arm. Ath. But how 
readily one of the two syllables TE might be passed over, and then the familiar 
(comp. also Gal. iv. 4) yevéo%a: would be produced !—Ver. 11. After dAw 
Lachm, has Aéye, according to B D EF G, 1, and several vss. ; manifestly an- 
addition in accordance with ver. 10. —éma:véoate] Lachm. and Tisch. : é7azve- 
odtrwoav, according to A BC DE 38, 39, Chrys. ms, Dam. Both readings are 
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also found in the LXX., and may be borrowed thence. The circumstance that 
after aiveire the forin éxaivéoare, as more conformable, readily offered itself, 
speaks in favour of éra:vecatwoav, — Ver. 15. adeAgvi] is wanting indeed in A B 
C &*, Copt. Aeth. Cyr. Chrys. Ruf. Aug. (omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8), 
and stands in 3, 108, after yépovg ; but why should it have been added? On 
the other hand, its omission was readily suggested, since it had just appeared 
for the first time in ver. 14, and since it seemed simply to stand in the way of 
the connection of a7) vép. ; hence also that transposition in 3, 108. -— Ver. 17. 
xavynow| Rightly Lachm. and Tisch, : tv xavynow. The reference of the pre- 
ponderantly attested article was not understood. — Ver. 19. dyiov] So A C D 
E FG, min., and most vss. and Fathers. Adopted also by Griesb , Lachm., 
and Scholz, But Elz. (so also Matth., Fritzsche, Tisch. 8), in accordance with 8 
and D** L P, most min., Syr. Chrys. and others, has Ocoi. In B, Pel. Vigil. 
there is merely mvevuatoc, So Tisch, 7. Since there is absolutely no reason why 
dy. or Oeov should have been omitted or altered, probably the simple mvetparog 
is the original, which was only variously glossed by dy. and O¢od. — Ver. 20. 
gAotiwovuevov] Lachm. : @sAotiwoipa, according toB D* FGP. To facilitate the 
construction, —- Ver. 22. ra toAAu] BD EF G: roddAdkic, so Lachm. An inter- 
pretation in accordance with i. 18. —- Ver. 23. roAAv] Tisch. 7: tkavdv, accord- 
ing to B C, 37, 59, 71, Dam. A modifying gloss, according to an expression 
peculiarly well known from the book of Acts, — Ver. 24. After Zaaviav Elz. and 
Tisch. 7 have é/Aevaouat tpoc¢ bude, Which is omitted by Griesb., Lachm., and 
Tisch. 8. A contrast to ver. 22, written at the side, and then introducéd, but 
rejected by all uncials except L 8**, and by all vss. except Syr. p. ; attested, 
however, among the Fathers by Theodorct, Theophylact, and Oecumenius, and 
preserved in nearly all the cursives. This old interpolation occasioned the 
insertion of an illustrative yp after é47/Gw (so Elz., Tisch., and also Lachm.), 
the presence of which also in principal witnesses (as A B C 8), in which éAeito. 
mp. tu. is wanting, does not point to the originality of these words, but only to 
avery early addition and diffusion of them, so that in fact those witnesses 
represent only a half-completed critical restoration of the original text, whilst 
those which omit both (as F G) still contain the original text or a complete 
purification of the text. — Instead of i’ tuav, Lachm. and Tisch. 7 have ag’ 
juov, according to D E F G, min., which presents itself as genuine, and is ex- 
plained by %¢’ suv on account of the passive. B has a6 tuov.—Ver. 29. 
Xptotoi] Elz. : rod ebayyediov Tod X., against decisive evidence. A gloss. — Ver. 
31. duaxovia] Lachm. : dwpodopia, according to B D* ‘F G, which, however, Paul, 
considering the delicacy of designation here throughout observed, can hardly 
have written ; it appears to be an explanation. — The repetition of iva before 7 
dvax. (in Elz.) is, according to A B C D* F G &%*, 80, justly also omitted by 
Lachm. and Tisch. — Instead of # ei¢ Lachm. has 7 év, according to B D* F G, 213. 
Both prepositions are suitable to the sense ; but the omission of the article in 
the majority of witnesses enables us to perceive how # év arose. This omission, 
namely, carried with it the alteration of cic into év (66, Chrys. really have 
merely év), and then # év arose through an only partial critical restoration. — 
Ver. 32. 2400] AC &*, Copt. Arm. Ruf. : é4@6v with omission of the subse. 
quent xai. Too weakly supported ; an emendation of style, yet adopted by 
Tisch. 8. —Instead of O00, B has xvpiov "Inood (so Lachm.); DEF G, It. : 
Xptotod "Inood ; N*: ‘Inoos Xp. But the apostle never says dud Ged. Xprorov, 
but always J. 6. Ocov (comp. i. 10; 1 Cor. i. 1; 2 Cor. i, 1, viii. 5, et al.), as 
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throughout he uses 0eA#ua constantly of God, when there is mention of His 
omnipotence or gracious will ; where said of Christ, the JeAjua is for him only 
the moral will (Eph. v. 17). Hence those readings are to be regarded as un- 
suitable glosses after vv. 29, 30. — cai cvvavar, buiv] has been omitted by Lachm. 
on the authority of B only, in which he is followed by Buttmann. From i, 12 
ouurapakrnfjvac would have been employed as an addition, and not ovvavar. ; 
D E have dvapigo wel dudv (2 Tim. i. 16). — Ver. 33. The omission of the dunv 
‘bracketed by Lachm.) is too weakly attested. 


Vv. 1-13.’ More general continuation of the subject previously treated : 
Lxhortation to the strong to bear with the weak, according to Christ's example (vv. 
1-4); a blessing on concord (vv. 5, 6); and a summons to receive one another as 
brethren, as Christ has received them, Jews and Gentiles (vv. 7-12). Blessing 
(ver. 13). 

Ver. 1. Connection: To the preceding exposition of the perniciousness of 
the eating indicated in xiv. 23, Paul ‘now subjoins the general obligation,? 
which is to be fulfilled by the strong, over against (Jé) that imperilling of 
the weak. The contrast of dvvaroi and adévaroz is Just as in chap. xiv. ; the 
ry wiorec Of more precise definition in xiv. 1 is so fully understood of itself 
after the preceding discussion, that we have here no right either to general- 
ize the contrast (Hofmann : of the soundness and frailty of the Christian 
state of the subjects generally), or to single out the dvvaroi asa peculiar extreme 
party which in their opposition to the weak had gone further and had de- 
manded more than the remaining members of the church who did not. be- 
long to the weak (Mangold, employing this interpretation in favour of his 
view as to the Jewish-Christian majority of the church, as if the dvvatoi had 
been a Gentile-Christian minority). Against this, jyeic is already decisive, 
whereby Paul, in agreement with xiv. 14, 20, has associated himself with 
the strong, making his demand as respects its positive and negative portions 
the more urgent. — ra doevfyara] the actual manifestations, which appear as 
results of the dofeveiv ry wiore: (xiv. 1). The word is not found elsewhere. 
These imbecillitates are conceived as a burden (comp. Gal. vi. 2) which the 
strong take up and bear from the weak, inasmuch as they devote to them, in 
respect to these weaknesses, patience and the helpful sympathy (2 Cor. xi. 
29) of ministering love.* Thus they, in themselves strong and free, become 


? According to Lucht, p. 160 ff., the entire 
passage vv. 1-3 is post-apostolic, not merely 
in the mode of its presentation, but also in 
that of its view. In comparison with chap. 
xiv., all is delineated too generally and ab- 
stractly ; the example of Christ has in no 
other place been applied by Paul as it is 
here in vy. 3-7; the citations are after the 
manner of a later point of. view; the argu- 
ment in vv. 9-12 is not free from Jewish- 
Christian prejudices, etc. All of them 
grounds, which do not stand the test of an 
unprejudiced and unbiassed explanation of 
details—evil legacies from Baur’s method 
of suspicion. 

* In opposition to Hofmann, who, assign- 


ing to the concluding verses of the epistle 
(xvi. 25-27) their place after xiv. 23, places 
opetAouev in connection with ra 6é dvvanevw 
k.T.A., XVI: 25; see on xvi. 25-27. 

3 Baoragev can the less indicate, as the 
subjects of the present exhortation, per- 
sons who were distinct from those ad 
dressed by mpocAawBdverde, xiv. 1 (Man- 
gold), because in fact mpocAauB. recurs in 
ver. 7. How frequently does Paul give 
different forms to the same injunctions |! 
Mangold also lays an incorrect stress on 
the 8¢, with which chap. xv. opens, as 
though, according to our view, ody should 
have been used. ; 
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servants of the weak, as Paul was servant of all, 1 Cor. ix. 19, 22. — pa éav- 
roic apéoxew] not to please ourselves (1 Cor. x. 33); ‘‘ quemadmodum solent, 
qui proprio judicio contenti alios secure negligunt,” Calvin. This is moral 

selfishness. : 

Ver. 2. ei¢ 1d dyad.) for his benefit. Comp. 1 Cor. x. 33; 1 Thess. ii. 4. 
A more special definition thereof is mpd¢ oixodougv, in order to build up, to 
produce Christian perfection (in him). See on xiv. 19. According to 
Fritzsche, eic rd dyad. is in respect of what is good, whereby immoral men- 
pleasing is excluded. But its exclusion is understood of itself, and is also 
implied in rpd¢ oixodoujv. On the interchange of ei¢ and rpéc, comp. iii. 25, 
26. 

Ver. 3. Establishment of this duty by the pattern : for Christ also, etc. — 
GAAa, Kalo x.t.A.] but, as it is written, the reproaches of those reproaching 
thee fell on me. After daAd a comma only is to be placed, and nothing is to 
be supplied, neither sibi displicwit with Erasmus, nor fecit with Grotius and 
others, nor éyévero (Borger) and the like. Had Paul desired to express him- 
self in purely narrative form, he would have written instead of o€ : Ocdv, 
and instead of éué: abrév. But he retains the scriptural saying, which he 
adduces, literally, enhancing thereby the direct force and vivacity of the 
discourse. Comp. 1 Cor. i. 31; Winer, 534, 556 [E. T. pp. 574, 599].— 
The passage is Ps. lxix. 10 (literally after the LXX.), where the suffering 
subject is a type of the Messiah (comp. xi. 9 5 John ii. 17, xv. 26, xix. 28). 
—That the reproaches of the enemies of God fell on Christ, i.e. that the enemies 
of God vented their fury on Christ, proves that Christ was bent on pleasing 
not Himself (for otherwise He would have abstained from taking these His 
sufferings upon Himself ; comp. Heb. xii. 2, 3, Phil. ii. 6-8), but men, in- 
asmuch as He in order to their redemption surrendered Himself, with full 
sclf-renunciation of His abrdpxea, to the enmity against God of Ilis adver- 
saries. Calvin and others: ‘‘Ita se Domino devovisse, ut descinderetur 
animo, quoties sacrum ejus nomen patere impiorum maledicentiae videret,” 
so that the idea of self-denying devotion to the cause of God (so also de Wette 
and Philippi) is expressed. But according to the connection, it is the de- 
votion of Christ, not for the cause of God, but for the salvation of humanity 
(see ver. 2), into fellowship of suffering with which He entered, that is to 
be proposed as anexample. Comp. Matt. xx. 28. — dveiopdc belongs to 
later Greek. See Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 512. ) 

Ver. 4. In O. T. words Paul had just presented the example of Christ as 
an encouragement, and not without reason : for all that was previously 
written, etc. This reason’ might, in truth, cause the example of Christ set 
before them to appear all the more inviting and involving the more sacred 
‘obligation to follow it. — mpoeypagy] po clearly obtains its definition through 


1 Even if the closing verses of chap. xvi. pendent doxology—would be impossible on 
-had their critically correct position at the account of the already interposed vv. 2 and 
end of chap. xiv., we still could not, with 3, and after the xadas yéyparrae just preced- 
Hofmann, put the yép in our passage into ing (to which every reader must have re- 
relation to the designation of God contained _ ferred the mpoeypédy, ver. 4). Comp. 1 Cor. 
in those doncluding verses. This—even apart x. 11, 

from the fact that xvi. 25-27 is an inde- 
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the juerépav in the second clause, prefixed with emphasis ; hence : all that 
was written before us, before our time,' by which is meant the collective con- 
tents of the O. T. Wrongly, therefore, Reiche and Hofmann think that it 
refers to the Messianic oracles written before their Sulfilment. On didack. comp. 
2 Tim. ili. 16. — dca ti¢ irom. x. Tr. mapakd. TF. yp. | through the perseverance and 
the comfort which the Scriptures afford tous. That r. bron. is to be connected 
with rév ypag. (in opposition to Melanchthon, Grotius, Ammon, Flatt, van 
Hengel, and others), is clear. from the fact, that otherwise r. trou. would 
stand severed from the connection, as well as from ver. 5: 6 Oed¢ tH¢ brrom. 
x. T. wapakd. The irouovg is here also, according to ver. 3, and conformably 
to the connection with rapdkAnouc, self-denying endurance in all sufferings 
(see on v. 8), opposed to gaurd apéoxerv ; and the ypadai are conceived as 
““ministerium spiritus’ (Melanchthon). Incorrectly Hofmann understands 
the ixouovy tr. ypag. as the waiting upon Scripture (namely, upon that which 
stands written in it), upon its fulfilment. Thus there is substituted for the 
notion of brouovg that of axoxapadoxia (viii. 19), or avayxovy (Symmachus, Ps. 
XXXvili. 8, xx. 6), which even in 2 Thess. iii. 5 it by no means has (sce 
Liinemann) ; and how strangely would the only once used rév ypad. be forced 
into two entirely different references of the genitive !— ry éarida Eyupev Ae- 
notes having the hope (i.e. the definite and conscious Christian hope of the 
Messianic glory) : for to promote the possession of this blessed hope by means 
of patience and comfort in Christians, is the object for which the contents of 
the O. T. were written for the instruction of Christians. Accordingly 
neither is éywu. to be taken as teneamus, with Beza and others ; nor is éAr., 
with Reiche and others, of the object of hope. Against the latter (see on Col. 
i, 5) militates the fact that éarida éyew never denotes anything else than the 
subjective spem habere. Acts xxiv. 15; 2Cor. x. 15 ; Eph. ii. 12; 1 Thess. 
iv. 13 ; 1 John iii. 3, e¢ al. ; Wisd. iii. 18 ; Xen. Mem. iv. 2. 28; Polyb. i. 
59. 2. Comp. Lobeck, Aglaoph. I. p. 70. But that the éAric¢ refers to the 
conversion of the world of nations is a misunderstanding of Hofmann’s, which 
is connected. with his erroneous reference of yap, ver. 4 (see on ver. 4). It is 
the hope of eternal salvation which, warranted and fostered by the influence 
of Scripture imparting patience and consolation, can and should merge and 
reconcile all separate efforts of avtapéckeca, Which divide men, into the mu- 
tual unanimity of Christian sentiment. Comp. Eph. iv. 3, 4. 

Ver. 5. Aé]| leading over to the wish that God may grant them the concord 
which it was the design of the previous ethortation, vv. 1-4, to establish. — 
The characteristic designation of God as the author of the perseverance and 
of the consolation,’ is intended not merely to supply an external connection 
with ver. 4, but stands in an internal relation to the following 76 aird ¢po- 
veiv, since this cannot exist if men’s minds are not patient and consoled, so 
that they do not allow themselves to be disturbed by anything adverse in 


1The compound is then followed (see patientiae et consolationis auctor est, quia 
critical notes) by the simple expression,—a utrumque cordibus nostris instillat per 
frequent interchange also in the classics : Spiritum suum ; verbo tamen suo velut in- 
see Stallbaum, ad Plat. Phaed. p. 59 B. strumento ad id utitur.”’ 

? Calvin aptly remarks ; ‘“‘ Solussane Deus 
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the like effort which must take place in their mutual fellowship (év 4AA7A.). 
Through this identity (rd airé, comp. on xii. 16) of purpose and endeavour 
there exists in a church 7 xapdia kai 4 yxy pia, Acts iv. 32.1— xara X. ’1.] 
conformably to Christ. Either Christ is conceived as the regulative ideal of 
the frame of mind, according to which each is to adjust himself for his part 
in the common 16 aird gpoveiv ; or : according to the will of Christ (comp. 
John xvii. 21), like xara Oedv, viii. 27. The first is to be preferred, since the 
model of Christ, ver. 3 (comp. ver. 7), is still the conception present to the 
apostle’s mind. Comp. Col. ii. 8; Phil. ii. 5 ; xara xipiov, 2 Cor. xi. 17, is 
somewhat different. 

Ver. 6. ’Ev évi oréuarc] By this the preceding éyofvnaddy is not explained 
(Reiche)—which is an impossible notion—but duo. specifies the source of 
the év évi or., and is to be closely joined with it : unanimously with one 
mouth, not : unanimously, with one mouth. It is otherwise, e.g., with Dem. 
147. 1: duoduuaddv ék ped¢ yrounc, Where the explanatory addition has a place. 
If God is so praised, that each is led by the like disposition to the like ut- 
terance of praise, then all dissension is removed, and the unanimity of the 
fellowship has found in this ciudwvoc turpdia (Theodore of Mopsuestia) its 
holiest expression. On év évt oréuarc (instrumental), comp. the classical 
é& évdc orduatoc, Plato, 640 C, p. 364 A; Legg. i. p. 634 E; Rep. Anthol. xi. 
159. — rov kupiov x.7.A.] belongs simply to zarépa, not also to Gedy in opposi- 
tion to Grotius, Bengel, and others, including Riickert, Reiche, Tholuck (?), 
Fritzsche), and «ai adds epexegetically the specific more precise definition. 
[See Note CL. p. 558.] So throughout with this description of God habit- 
ually used by the apostles, as 2 Cor. i. 3, xi. 81; Eph. i. 3; Col. i. 3; 1 
Pet. i. 8. This is clear from the: passages, in which with zar. the genitive 
(‘Iyoov X.) is not subjoined, as 1 Cor. xv. 24 ; Eph. v. 20 ; Col. iii. 17 ; Jas. 
i, 27, iii. 9. See on 1 Cor. v. 24; 2 Cor. xi. 31; Eph. i. 3. It ought not to 
have been objected, that the form of expression must either have been rdv 
Ocov jAudv K. watépa I. X. or Tov Ody Tov war. "I, X. Either of these would be 
the expression of another idea. But as Paul has expressed himself, rév binds 
the conceptions of God and ‘‘ Father of Christ” into unity. Rightly Theo- 
doret : jyudv Oedv éxddeca Tov Oedv, Tov dé KUpiov TaTépa. 

Ver. 7. Acé] in order, namely, that this object, ver. 6, may be attained, 
that its attainment may not be hindered on your part.* — rpooAau.| See on 
xiv. 1. That not the strong alone (Hofmann), but both parties, and thus the 
readers collectively, are addressed, and that subsequently iuac refers to both 
(not merely or principally to the Gentile-Christians, as Riickert and Reiche 
think), follows from aAAfAove ; and see vv. 8, 9. — rpoceAdBero| ‘‘ sibi sociawit,” 
Grotius. Comp. xiv. 3.—eic¢ défav Ocov| belongs to mpoceAafB. buac, beside 
which it stands, and to which, in accordance -with vv. 8, 9 ff., it is alone 
suitable. Hence it is not to be connected with rpociauZ. a2242. (Chrysostom, 





10On the form dy, instead of the older * Hofmann incorrectly (in accordance 
Attic doin, see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 346; with his incorrect reference of ver. 1 ff. to 
Kiihner, I. p. 644. xvi. 25-27) renders: “for the sake of the 


2Comp. Dissen ad Dem. decor. p. 878f.; hope,’ which you may learn from Scripture. 
Kiihner, ad Xen. Mem. i. 1. 19, ad Anab. ii. 2. 8, 
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Oecumenius, Erasmus, and others); and just as little with the latter amme- 
diately, but with rpooeddB. ipac only mediately (as Hofmann splits the refer- 
ence). But it means: that God might be thereby glorified, not: ‘ut ali- 
quando divinae gloriae cum ipso simus (sitis) participes,” Grotius (so also 
Beza, Piscator, Calovius, Klee, Benecke, Gléckler), which is condemned by 
vy. 8, 9 ff. as opposed to the context. Comp. Phil. ii. 11; Eph. i. 12. 

Vv. 8, 9. A more precise explanation—which furnishes a still more defi- 
nite motive for compliance with the xpocdauB. a44.—respecting 6 Xpucrd¢ 
rposerap. bu. ei¢ d6E. Oeod, first in respect of Jewish-Christians (ver. 8), and 
then of Gentile-Christians (ver. 9), and that in such a manner that the con- 
nection of the former with Christ appears as the fulfilment of their theocratic 
claim, but that of the latter as the enjoyment of grace ;—a distinction so set 
forth, not from the Jewish-Christian narrowness of the author (Lucht), but 
designedly and ingeniously (comp. xi. 28, 29), in order to suggest to the 
Gentile-Christians greater esteem for their weaker Jewish brethren,’ and 
humility. — 2éyw yap] I mean, namely, in order more particularly to explain 
myself respecting the mpoceAdBetro tua «.7.2.; otherwise in xii. 3. But 
comp. 1 Cor. i. 12; Gal. iv. 1, v.16. Frequently thusin the Greek writers. 
— diéxovov yeyev. tepit.] dcdx. has emphasis, in order to bring out the original 
theocratic dignity of the Jewish - Christians. [See Note CLI. p. 558.] 
Christ has become minister of the circwmeised ; for to devote His activity to 
the welfare of the Jewish nation was, according to promise, the duty of 
His Messianic office. Comp. Matt. xx. 28, xv. 24. —‘émép adyf. Ocov] more 
particularly explained at once by what follows ; hence : for the sake of the 
truthfulness of God, in order to justify and to demonstrate it through the 
realization of the hallowed promise given to the fathers ; comp. 2 Cor. i. 20. 
Thus the zpoce24Bero buac in respect of the Jewish- Christians redounded ei¢ 
déZav Ocov; but it redounded to this quite otherwise in respect of the Gen- 
tile- Christians, ver. 9. —inép éAéove] contrast to imép adn. Oeod, ver. 8 : on 
behalf of mercy, i.e. for mercy, which God has evinced towards them by His 
making them joint partakers in redemption. The references of izép in the 
two cases are thus not alike. —doféoa, ordinarily understood as dependent 
on Aéyw, may neither denote : have praised (namely, at their adoption), as 
_ Reiche, Riickert, de Wette, Bisping would explain it, which not merely 

introduces an irrelevant idea, but also runs counter to the usage of the aorist 
infinitive (even 2 Cor. vi. 1, see in loc.); nor: have to praise (Tholuck, 
Philippi, and most), for there is no mention of a duty according to the par- 
allelism of the two verses, since Aéyw ydp has not here the sense of command- 
ing (see on xii. 8, ii. 22); nor, finally, is it an infinitive without reference to 
time (I say, that the Gentiles praise), as Winer, p. 311 f. [E. T. p. 332], and 
Fritzsche, after the Vulgate, Luther, and others, take it, which would have 
required the present infinitive, because Aéyw does not here express the notion 


1The contrast of Jewish and Gentile our passage to the supposed editor of the 
Christianity is so essentially and radically __epistle (Lucht), who has worked up the 
connected with the difference respecting Pauline portion of the letter, following xiv. 
the use of food, that it is wholly groundless 23, into conformity with a later, entirely 
te ascribe the treatment of that contrast in altered state of things. 
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of willing, hoping g, and the like (see Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 749), but simply 
that of affirming with statement of the object. Moreover, the aorist infinitive 
necessarily leads to this, that dofdca is parallel to the preceding BeBadoar, 
and consequently is not governed by Aéyw at all, but is connected with ei¢ rd, 
as Castalio and Beza have rightly perceived ; comp. also Bengel (‘‘ glorifi- 
carent”) and van Hengel. Hence: ‘‘in order that He might ratify the 
promises of the fathers, but that the Gentiles, on behalf of mercy, might praise 
God.” The former, namely, irép aAnfeiac Ocod eic Td BeBatHou «.T.A., Was the 
proximate design of Christ’s having become minister of the circumcised; and 
the more remote design, which was to be attained through the passing of 
salvation from the Jews to the Gentiles (comp. Gal. iii. 14), consisted in 
this, that on the other hand the Gentile should praise God on account of mercy. 
Incorrectly, Hofmann takes dofdca as optative: Paul wishes that the Gen- 
tiles, ete. In this way the ei¢ défay Ocod, ver. 7, would be something which 
was still only to set in, although it had set in long ago (comp. ix. 24, 25, and 
see xv. 16-24). Without ground, Hofmann imports into the simple ra évy 
the idea of ‘the Gentile world as a whole ;” it can in fact according to the 
context denote only the Gentile portion of those, whom Christ rpoceAdBero 
ci¢ dé6Fav Ocov. — Observe, moreover, how logically correct is the contrast 
of irép aay. and imép éAéove (in opposition to Olshausen, Fritzsche); for 
although God had promised the future rpdécAmuc of the Gentiles also (in the 
prophets), He nevertheless cannot have promised it to the Gentiles themselves, as 
He has given the Messianic promise to the Jews themselves and chosen them for 
His people, in accordance with which, He, by virtue of His truthfulness, was 
bound to His word, and consequently the Jews, not the Gentiles, were de jure 
the children in terms of the covenant and heirs of the kingdom ; comp. ix. 
4,5; Acts iii. 25 ; see also Weiss, bibl. Theol. p. 397. —xabde yéyp.] This 
praising by the Gentiles takes place in conformity with (as a fulfilment of) 
Ps. xviii. 50, which passage is quoted after the LXX. The historical sub- 
ject of the passage, David, is a type of Christ ; hence neither the Gentile- 
Christian (Fritzsche), nor the apostle of the Gentiles as the organ of Christ 
(Hofmann, comp. Reiche), nor any messenger of salvation generally to the 
Gentile world (Philippi), is in the sense of the apostle the subject of the 
fulfilment of the prophecy, but only Christ can be so. The latter says to 
God that He, as present among the Gentiles (whom He has made His own 
through their conversion), will magnify Him. This, however, is a plastic 
representation of the praise of the Gentiles themselves, which in fact takes place 
év dvéuare Kupiov "Inoov and dv abrov (Col. iii. 17). Comp. already Augustine: 
‘tibi per me confitebantur gentes.” Bengel aptly says : ‘‘ Quod in psalmo 
Christus dicit se facturum, id Paulus gentes ait facere ; nempe Christus 
Sacit in gentibus, Heb. ii. 12.” — dca rovro] included as a constituent part of 
the citation, but without reference to the matter in hand in Paul’s text. — 
év £veor] to whom He, through the Spirit, by means of the preaching of the 
gospel has come, and has placed them in communion with Himself.—As to 
éfouodoy. With the dative, comp. on xiv. 11. It presupposes, as well as Ward 
and the corresponding verbs, vv. 10, 11, the divine aD: which had been 
vouchsafed to the Gentiles, as motive. 
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Ver. 10. 144] Again, namely, in another passage containing the same 
thing. Comp. 1 Cor. iii. 20 ; Matt. iv. 7, v. 33. —Aéyer] sc. 4} ypaon, Which 
is to be taken from yéyparra, ver. 9. — The passage is Deut. Xxxli. 43, 
closely following the LXX., who, however, probably following another 
reading (12)-M¥ in Kennicott), deviate from the Hebrew.’ 

Ver. 11. Ps. cxvii. 1 (closely following the LXX., but see the critical 
notes) contains a twofold parallel summons to the praise of God, addressed 
to all Gentile peoples.? In this case aiveiv and éxavveiv are not different in 
degree (Philippi), but only in form, like praise and bepraise [loben and 
beloben). 

Ver. 12. Isa. xi. 10, with omission of év rip juépa éxeivy after éorar, literally 
after the LXX., who, however, translate the original inaccurately. The 
latter runs : ‘‘ And it comes to pass at that day, that after the root-shoot of 
Jesse, which stands as a banner of peoples (PY DI9) Gentiles shall inquire. ”* 
But the words of the LXX., as Paul has quoted them, run as follows: 
““ There shall be the root-shoot of Jesse and (i.e. and indeed, explanatory) He 
who arises (raises himself) to rule over Gentiles ; on Him shall Gentiles hope.” 
This passage and its entire connection are Messianic, and that indeed in so 
far as the idea is therein expressed, that the promised descendant of David, 
the ideal of the theocratic king, will extend His kingdom over Gentiles also, 
and will be the object of their desire (according to the LXX. and Paul : of 
their believing hope). This prophecy likewise Paul sees fulfilled through 
the magnifying of the divine mercy by the already converted Gentiles (vv. 
7, 9). Observe that é@vév and évy are without the article, and hence do not 
denote ‘‘the Gentile world” (Hotmann).—7 piva is here, according to the 
Heb. WW, the root-shoot ; comp. Ecclus. xlvii. 22 ; Reva ¥i-5, iG; 
Mace. i. 10; Eccles. xl. 15. He is the root-shoot o/ Jesse, because Jesse is 
the root from which He springs, as the ancestor of the Messianic king, 
David, Jesse’s son, sprang from it. This descendant of Jesse is the Messiah 
(comp. Isa. xi. 1, liii. 2), who (according to the original text) is a banner for 
peoples, and consequently their leader and ruler. Christ has entered on this 
dominion at His exaltation, and He carries it out by successive stages 
through the conversion of the Gentiles. — én’ ait! of the resting of hope wpon 


1 The original, according to the present 
reading, does not mean : “‘ Lejoice, ye tribes, 
His people’ (de Wette and others ; comp. 
Luther: “ all ye who are His people”’), since 
D7)) cannot denote the tribes of the Jewish 
people ; but, as the Hiphil 13°] allows, 
either with the Vulgate: “ laudate, gentes, 
populum ejus” (so Gesenius, Thes. I. p. 272, 
and Umbreit, p. 858; comp. Kamphausen, 
Lied Mos. p. 219 f.); or: “ make to shout for 
joy, ye Gentiles, His people,’ which, however, 
does not fit the connection ; or (with Aquila 
ane Theodotion, comp. Hofmann), Shout 
for joy, ye Gentiles, ye who are His peopie. 
The latter is to be preferred, because 
YJ in the sense of Kal, in the few pas- 


sages where it is so found, is not joined with 
the accusative, but either is joined with 
the dative (7)—as Ps. Ixxxi. 2—or stands 
absolutely (Ps. xxxii. 11). 

2The Messianic fulfilment of this sum- 
mons is recognized by Paul in the mag- 
nifying of God on the part of the Gentiles 
converted to Christ from all nations. This 
fulfilment he looks upon already as present 


. (for see ver. 7), not merely as a fact of the 


future, “ when the Gentile world as a united 
whole’ magnifies God (Hofmann). 

3 See Umbreit in the Stud. u. Krit. 1835, p. 
553, and the ex»lanation in reference 


_thereto, p. 880 f.; Drechsler and Delitzsch. 


in loc. 


~ 
\ 
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Him,* 1 Tim. iv. 10, vi. 17 ; LXX. Isa. xlii. 4. Comp. motebew tr’ abré, ix. 
33, x. 11. The contents of the hope is the attainment of eternal salvation, 
which will be fulfilled in them at the Parousia. 

Ver. 13. As vv. 1-4 passed into a blessing (vv. 5, 6), So now the hortatory 
discourse, begun afresh in ver, 7, passes into a blessing (dé), which forms, 
at the same time, the close of the entire section (from chap. xiv. onwards). 
—6 Oed¢ Tie éAridoc] God, who produces the hope (of eternal glory), namely, 
through His Spirit ; see the closing words of the verse. This description 
of God (comp. on ver. 5) attaches itself formally to Zarwiow, ver. 12,7 but 
rests upon the deeper substantive reason, that the becoming filled with joy- 
fulness and peace here wished for is not possible without having hope as its 
basis, and that, on the other hand, this becoming filled produces the rich in- 
crease of hope itself (ei¢ 7d mepioc. «.7.A.). — rade. xapac K.7.2.| with all, t.e. with 
highest joyfulness.* yapé and sipjvn (peace through concord), as xiv. 17, — 
év tT muotebey] in the believing, to which without xapa and eiphvy the fruits 
would be wanting, and without which no xapa and eipiyy could exist. 
Comp. xiv. 17. —ei¢ 1d repico. k.T.A.] Aim of the rAypooa x.7.2. 2 in order 
that ye, in virtue of the power (working in you) of the Holy Spirit, may be 
ubundant in hope, may cherish Christian hope in the richest measure (comp. 
1 Cor. xv. 58 ; 2 Cor. viii. 7 ; Phil. i. 93 ol. a, 2), 

Vv. 14-33.* The apostle has now come to an end with all the instructions 
and exhortations, which he intended to impart to the Romans. Hence he 
now adds, up to ver, 33, an epilogue (which, however, he then follows up in 
chap. xvi. with commendations, greetings, etc.). [See Note CLIL. p. 558. | 
In this epilogue, which in substance corresponds to the introduction, i. 8-16, 
and by no means applies only to the section respecting the weak in faith 
(Melanchthon, Grotius), but to the whole epistle, he testifies his good conji- 
dence towards the readers, and justifies his in a partial degree bold writing by his 
Gentile-apostolic calling (vv. 14-16) and working (vv. 17-21), which latter had 
also been usually the hindrance to his coming personally to Rome (ver. 22). 
This observation leads him to his present plan of travel, the execution of 
which will bring him, in the course of his intended journey to Spain, to 
Rome, after he has been at Jerusalem (vv. 23-29). For this impending jour- 
ney he finally begs the prayers of the Romans on his behalf (vv. 30-83), and 
then concludes with a blessing (ver. 33). 

Ver. 14. Térevouar dé] but I am of the conviction ; viii. 38, xiv. 14. The 
dé is the simple yeraBarixdy, leading over to the concluding portion of the 
epistle. — ka? abroc éyo] et ipse ego; comp. on vii. 25. The apostle is, inde- 
pendently of the general advantageous estimation in which the Roman 


1 Hemsterh. ad Xen. Eph. p. 128. 

? An attachment which, since bmas then 
addresses the church, does not suit the view 
which holds the latter to be a -Jewish- 
Christian one (Mangold). 

* Comp. Theile, ad Jac. p. 8; Wunder, ad 
Soph. Phil. 141 f. 

* According to Lucht, vv. 14-38 contain 


much that is Pauline and various matters. 


historically correct, but also incorrect 


_ Statements, and, on the whole, a non- 


Pauline tendency. The parallels with pas- 
sages in the Epistles to the Corinthians are 
to be explained simply by dependence on 
the latter, etc. ; p. 185 ff. These are self- 
deceptions of a fanciful criticism, against 
which it is vain to contend. 
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church stood with others (i. 8), also for his own personal part of the convic- 
tion, etc. The emphasis lies on airéc. If the thought were : ‘‘ even I, who 
have hitherto so unreservedly exhorted you” (Philippi, comp. de Wette, 
Fritzsche, and older interpreters), éy4 would have the emphasis (comp. kayo 
avtéc, Acts x. 26) ; but «ai airé¢ corresponds entirely to the following kai 
avtoi, et ipsi, i.e. even without Jirst of all requiring influence, exhortation, etc., 
on the part of others. Comp. afterwards kai a2AgA0vce. Thus, accordingly, 
Paul denotes by x. aitic éyé the autonomy of his judgment, but with a subtle 
indication of the judgment of others as coinciding therewith. Comp. Ben- 
gel : ‘‘Non modo alii hoc de vobis existimant.” Paul intends therewith 
to obviate the idea as if he for his part judged less favourably of the church, 
with reference to the fact, not that he had written this letter generally 
(Hofmann), but that he had written it in part roAuynpdérepor. This is 
shown by the contrast, ver. 15. —dyadwotvyc| goodness, excellence generally 
(that you also of yourselves are very excellent people), not equivalent to ypyordry¢ 
(as Thom. Mag. p. 391 states), not even in Gal. v. 22. Comp. 2 Thess. i. 11 ; 
Eph. v. 9; Eccles. ix. 18. The word is not found in the Greek writers. — 
The three predicates, peotoi x.t.A., advance in co-ordination from the general 
to the particular. — cai a4A4.] also to admonish you among one another, with- 
out having need for a third, who should admonish you. On vovereiv, in 
which the notion of its being well-meant, though not involved in the word 
of itself, is given by the connection or (as in Isocr. de pace, 72) by express 
contrast, see on 1 Cor. xiv. 14, Eph. vi. 4.. Paul does not express in this verse 
something more than he strictly means (Reiche), but that which he really be- 
lieves of the Roman church, taken as a whole ; at which favourable convic- 
tion he—apart from the universally-diffused good report of the church (i. 8) 
—has arrived by means of experiences unknown to us, and perhaps also in 
virtue of his feeling assured that he might draw from the individuals and 
influential persons with whom he was acquainted a conclusion respecting 
the whole. But the fact that he does express it,—this comine..dation, —rests 
on his apostolic truth, and on that wisdom of teaching wich by zooed and 
real confidence attracts a zeal of compliance. 

Ver. 15. More boldly, however (than so good a conf.den7e appears to im- 
ply), J wrote to you in part, ete. ‘* Quasi dicat : oreiéo ta Kai avrov oTpive,” 
Grotius. — roAunpérepov| adverbially.1. The comparative sense is not to be ob- 
literated (Bernhardy, p. 483 ; Winer, p. 228 [E. T' p. 2431), but may not 
be derived from the lesser right of the apostle? to write to a church not founded 
by bim (Hofmann); comp. Bengel, who introduces the farther idea : ‘‘ cum 
potius ipse venire deberem.” It must, in fact, especially seeing that the more 
precise definition ad jépove is added, be necessarily a specification of the 


1 Thue. iv. 126. 3; Polyb. i. 17. 7; Lucian, 
Icarom. 10. 

2 This lesser right is assumed quite with- 
out warrant. Paul certainly wrote to 
other churches of Gentiles not founded by 
him (Colossians, Laodiceans); and how 
could he, as the apostle of the Gentiles, be of 
opinion that he thereby was taking any 


special viverty ? tie had to glorify his office 
(xi. 13), in dofrg which his care for all 
churches (2 Cur. xi. 28) certainly suggested 
no limitation of epistolary intercourse to 
such ashe himself had founded, as if it were 
a boldness in nim needing exvrse, when he 
also wrote te, ukers. 


546 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 
mode, expressing the how of the éypaga. The repetition of adeAdoi flows from 
_the earnestness of feeling. Comp. 1 Cor. i. 10, 11; Gal. v. 11, 13; Jas, 
v. 7, 9, 10. —axd pépovc] belongs not merely to rodu. (‘‘ paulo liberius,” 
Grotius, following the Peshito), but, as its position shows, to roAy. éypawa 
together : partly, i.e. in particular places, 1 wrotemore boldly. This refers 
to passages like vi. 12 ff., 19, viil. 9, xi. 17 ff., xii. 3, xiii. 3 ff., 13, 14, xiv. 
8, 4, 10, 13, 15, 20, xv. 1, etal. In ard pépove is implied the contrast, that 
he has not written roAuypérepov all that he has written (comp. xi. 25 ; 2 Cor. 
i. 14), but only a part thereof. Hofmann has now exchanged his earlier 
incorrect view, ‘‘ provisionally and in the meantime” (Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 95), 
for another also incorrect (similarly Th. Schott), namely piecemeal, in con- 
trast to a complete exposition of Christian truth, thus equivalent to é pépove, 
1 Cor. xiii. 10 (not also in 1 Cor. xii. 27). Besides, this arbitrarily import- 
ed contrast would suit no Epistle less than the Epistle to the Romans, which 
treats the whole gospel in the most complete manner. According to Lucht, 
the expression in this passage is only the product of a post-apostolic effort 
to wipe away the ‘‘bad impression” of the epistle on the highly esteemed 
church, which had in fact been founded by Peter (comp. Theodore of 
_ Mopsuestia). — dé¢ éravapy. bac] as again reminding you,’ i.e. in the way and 
manner of one who reminds you, etc.” — dvd ryv yap.| i.e. in order to comply 
with the apostolic office, with which God has favoured me. See ver. 16. 
Ver. 16. Ei¢ 7d eiva x.7.2.] Specification of the object aimed at in rv 
Sobeicdv pow brd T. Ocov. — Aectovpyév| Comp. on xiii. 6. Paul sets forth the 
service of his apostolic office, in the consciousness of its hallowed dignity, 
not merely as a public oixovouia (Ewald : ‘‘ steward of the people’), but as 
a priestly service of offering, in which ’Iyoov X. expresses the Aectovpydg as or- 
dained by Christ. That Christ should be conceived of as He to whom the offering 
is presented (Reiche), is contrary to the conception of offering, which always 
refers to God as the receiver of it. Comp. xii. 1; Eph. v. 2; Phil. ii. 17. 
But neither is Christ to be conceived of (as by Bengel and Riickert) as high 
priest (a conception not of Paul, but rather of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
and applying to Christ as the sole Atoner, in which case the idea of inferior 


1In opposition to Baur’s erroneous ex- 
planation of éravay., ‘ further therein to re- 
mind,’”’ and its reference to what follows, 
see Mangold, p.69, who, however, on his 
part, in virtue of the assumption of the 
Jewish-Christian character of the church, 
limits the amd pépouvs arbitrarily to those 
portions of the epistle (especially chap. ix. 
and x.) in which, in the interest of the 
Gentile-Christian apostolate, Jewish-Chris- 
tian pretensions had been combated. It is 
just such entirely doctrinal discussions as 
chap. ix. x. which answer least to the 
character of toAuypétepov, which presup- 
poses the ready possibility of offence being 
given. The exculpation implied in ver. 
15is not calculated for a Jewish-Christian 
church (Mangold, p. 72), but rather fora 


church as yet strange to the apostle and 
held in very good repute, towards which 
he felt himself not in a like relation as 
e.g. to the Galatians and Corinthians, but in 
one more delicate and calling for more for- 
bearance. Artfully and gently, too, is the 
@s avauimv. x.t.A. added, as if what was 
written roAunpdtepov was only meant to bea 
help to their memory. “Avépynats 8 éoriv 
érippon hpovyjcews arorecrovons, Plat. Legg. v. 
p. 732 B. 

2See Bernhardy, p. 476; Buttmann, newt. 
Gr. p. 263 [E. T. 307] ; Kiihner, II. 2, p. 649f. ; 
1 Thess. ii. 4; Heb. xiii. 17. éravayn. denotes 
in memoriam revocare. See Plat. Legg. iii. 
p. 688 A: Dem. 74. 7. Comp. éravapvyats, 
Dion. Hal. Rhet. x. 18. Theodore of Mop- 


suestia : eis bréuvyow aye dv pepadyxarte, 
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priests is out of place), but as Lord and Ruler of the church, who has ap- 
pointed His apostle, i. 5. Lucht oddly thinks that the writer did not vent- 
ure to call Paul, in consequence of his disputed position, aréorodoc, but only 
Aectoupybc. — eic Ta 2Ovy] in reference to the Gentiles ; for these, as converted 
by the apostle, are to form the offering to be presented.—In the sequel, 
lepovpyovvra Td evayy. T. Oeov contains the more precise explanation of Aecroupy. 
I. X., and iva yévyta 4 mpoodopa tov éOvdv K.t.A. that of ei¢ ra 2Ovy ; hence 
the latter belongs not to iepovpy. (Th. Schott, Hofmann), but to what pre- 
cedes, and is not (with Buttmann) to be omitted on the authority of B. — 
iepoupy. Td evayy. T. Ocov] in priestly fashion administering the gospel of God, 
d.e. ‘‘administrans evang. a Deo missum hominibus, eoque ministerio velut 
sacerdotio fungens,” Estius ; comp. Chrysostom, Erasmus, and most older 
interpreters, also Riickert, Tholuck, Fritzsche, de Wette, Philippi. This 
usage of iepovpy. is confirmed by passages like Herodian. v. 3. 16 ; Joseph. 
Antt. vi. 6. 2; also by 4 Macc. vii. 8, where idiw aivati is to be connected 
with iepovpyoivrac tov véuov (in opposition to Hofmann, who will not admit 
the priestly notion in the word), not with irepacrifovrac (see Grimm, Handb. 
p. 829 f.).". Without warrant, Hofmann insists on adhering to the concep- 
tion of ‘‘ administering holy service.” The gospel is not indeed the offering 
(Luther and others), which is presented, but the divine institute, which is 





ing. As to ciayy. Oecd, see on i. 1. —% rpoopopa Tov ever] the offering of 
the Gentiles, 7.¢e. the offering which the Gentiles are, Heb. x. 10 ; Eph. v. 
-2. The Gentiles converted, and through the Spirit consecrated as God’s 
property, are the offering which Paul, as the priest of Jesus Christ, has 
brought to God. Observe, however, the stress laid on the prefixed yévyra : 
in order that there may prosper (sce on this use of yiveofa: as regards offer- 
ings, Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. vi. 4. 9), in accordance with which evrpdod. is 
then attributive (as well-pleasing), and dyaop. 2. xv. ay. is subordinated to the 
latter as its ground : sanctified through the Holy Spirit, which is received 
through the gospel in baptism, Gal. iii. 2, 5; Tit. iii. 5; Eph. v. 26. A 
contrast to the ceremonial consecration of the Levitical offerings. Comp. 
xi. -f. 

Ver. 17. [See Note CLIII. p. 559.] How readily might what was said in 
ver. 16 carry with it the appearance of vain self-boasting !_ To obviate this, 
the apostle proceeds : I have accordingly (in pursuance of the contents of ver. 
16) the boasting (riv xabynovw, see the critical notes) in Christ Jesus in respect of 
my relation to God; i.e., my boasting is something which, by virtue of my con- 
nection with Christ Sains Aetroupyé¢ Lam, ver. 16), in my position towards God 
(for I administer God’s gospel as an piven priest, ver. 16), properly belongs 
tome. The éyw is prefixed with emphasis : it does not fail me, like a some- 
thing which one has not really as a possession but only ventures to ascribe to 
himself ; then follows with é X. "I. and ra zp. r. 0., a twofold more pre- 
cisely defined character of this ethical possession, excluding everything self- 


1 Comp. Suicer, Thes. s.v. ; Kypke inloc.; Joseph. Antt. viii. 4. 5: ‘epovpyia, 4 Mace. 
also iepouvpyés, Callim. fr. 450; tepovpynua, iv. 1; Plat. Legg. p. 774 E; Pollux, i. 29. 
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ish.1 Accordingly, we are not to explain as though év X. ’I. bore the main 
stress and it ran év Xp.ot@ obv THY Kabyyow éyw x.t.A2. (which is Fritzsche’s 
objection to the reading rv kaby.); and xabyyorc is neither here nor else- 
where equivalent to xabynyua (materies gloriandt), but is gloriatio (comp. 1 Cor. 
xv. 31), and the article marks the definite self-boasting concerned, which Paul 
makes (vv. 16, 18). Reiche connects év X. with +. xabyyorv, so that 1d xav- 
yaoba év X. is to be explained as the boasting onself of Christ (of the aid of 
Christ). Comp. alsoEwald. Admissible linguistically, since the construc- 
tion cavyaoba év (v. 8, ii. 17, 23 ; Phil. iii. 3) allowed the annexation with- 
out the article ; but at variance with the sequel, where what is shown is not 
the right to boast of the help of Christ (of this there is also in ver. 16 no _ 
mention), but this, that Paul will never boast himself otherwise than as 
simply the instrument of Christ, that he thus has Christ only to thank for 
the xavyao0a, only through Him is in the position to boast. — ra mpd¢ r. Oedv] 
Comp. Heb. ii. 17, v. 1. Semler and Riickert take the article in a limiting 
sense: at least before God. But the ‘‘ at least” is not expressed (ra ye mp. T. 
0., or xpéc ye T. O., Or rd mp. T. O. ye), and Paul has indeed actually here and 
elsewhere frequently boasted before men, and with ample warrant, of his 
sacred calling.—We may.add that this whole assertion of his calling, vv. 
17-21, so naturally suggested itself to the apostle, when he was on the 
point of extending his activity to Rome and beyond it to the extreme west 
of the Gentile world, that there is no sufficient ground for seeking the occa- 
sion of it in the circumstances and experiences of the Corinthian church at 
that time (so especially Riickert, comp. also Tholuck and Philippi); espe- 
cially since it is nowhere indicated in our epistle (not even in xvi. 17), that 
at that time (at alater epoch it was otherwise, Phil. i. 15 ff.) anti-Pauline 
efforts had occurred in Rome, such as had emerged in Corinth. See 
Introd. § 3. 

Ver. 18. Negative confirmation of what is asserted in ver. 17. The cor- 
rect explanation is determined partly by the connection, to be carefully 
observed, of ob with xarespy., partly by the order of the words, according to 
which od xarepydcato must have the emphasis, not Xpioréc (Theodoret and 
others, including Calovius, Olshausen, Fritzsche, Tholuck). Hence : ‘‘for 
I will not (in any given case) embolden myself to speak about any of those things 
(to boast of anything from the sphere of that) which Christ has not brought 


about through me, in order to make the Gentiles obedient to Him, by means of 


word and work.” That is, affirmatively expressed : for I will venture to let 
myself be heard only as to such things, the actual fulfilment of which has taken 
place by Christ through me, etc. ; I will therefore never pride myself on any- 
thing which belongs to the category of those things, which have not been put 
into execution by Christ through me.* This would be an untrue speaking of 


1 Not exactly specially ‘‘the conscious- 
ness of superior knowledge or singular 
spirituality,’ Hofmann. Comp. generally 
1 Cor. xv. 10. 

2The objection of Hofmann: ‘‘ The non- 
actual forms no collective whole, as a 
constituent element of which a single thing 


might be conceived,’ is a mere empty 
subtlety. Had Paul, e¢.g., boasted that 
Christ had wrought many conversions 


_ through him when he wasin Athens, he 


would have spoken about something which 
would have been a single instance out of 
the category of the non-actual, namely, of 
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results, as if the Lord had brought them about through me—which neverthe- 
less had not taken place. — cic imax. éOvév| namely, through the adoption of 
faith in Him ; comp. i. 5. — Ady x. épyw] applies to Katey . . . 

Ver. 19. In virtue of what powers Christ, by means of word and work, 
has wrought through the apostle as His organ : 
—this refers back to py» ; (2) év duv. rvebuaroc,—this applies to Aéyp and 
épy together, and is co-ordinated to the above év duv. oyu. kK. tep, not subor- 
dinated, as Beza, Gléckler, and others think, whereby the language would 
lose its simplicity and half of its import (the dévayig rvebx. would pass into 
the background). According to Hofmann, who reads in ver. 20 gAoripyov- 
uaz (see the critical notes), a new sentence is meant to begin with Ady x. 
épyy, the verb of which would be qAoriuoiva. This yields, instead of the 
simple course of the language, a complicated structure of sentence which is 
in nowise indicated by Paul himself, as he has not written év Adyp x. épyo 
(conformably to the following). Besides, the evayyeritectar by word and 
deed (thus the preaching through deeds), would be a modern conception 
foreign to the N. T. The épya accompany and accredit the preaching (John 
x. 88, xiv. 11), but they do not preach. Comp. Luke xxiv. 19; Acts vii. 
22: 2Cor. x. 11. If dcAorimotya is to be read, then with Lachmann a new 
sentence is to be begun with ver. 20, so that all that precedes remains as- 
signed to the efficiency of Christ, which is not the case with the view of 
Hofmann, although it is only in entire keeping with the language of hu- 
mility which Paul here uses. The genitives are those of derivation : power which 
went forth from signs and wonders (which Paul, as instrument of Christ, has 
performed), and power, which went forth from the (Holy) Spirit (who was 
communicated to the apostle through Christ) wpon the minds of men. Comp. 
on év duv. mvebu., 1 Cor. ii. 4, 5. —onueia x. tépata| not different in sub- 
stance ; both miracles, both also denoting their significant aspect. Sce 
Fritzsche, p. 270 f. The collocation corresponds to the Heb. onda DINK, 
hence usually (the converse only in Acts ii. 22, 43, vi. 8, vii. 36, comp. ii. 
19) onpeia stands jirst, and where only one of the two words is used, it is 
always onueia, because 8 was the striking word giving more immediately 
the character of the thing designated. Contrary to the constant usage of 
the N. T., Reiche understands not outward miraculous facts, but mental 
miracles, which the preaching of the gospel has produced in the hearts of 
the newly-converted. Even 2 Cor. xii. 12 is not to be thus understood ; 
see in loc. Miracles belonged to the oyyeia tov aroordAov (2 Cor. l.c.), hence 
there is already of itself motive enough for their mention in our passage, 
and there is no need for the precarious assumption of a reference to pseudo- 
apostolic jugglers in Rome (Ewald). —év duvdy. rvebp. dy.| is related, not 
‘‘awkwardly” (Hofmann), to dv ov xateypy. Xproréc ; for Christ has, for the 
sake of His working to be effected through the apostle (dv éuov), given to 


. EOvor. 


(1) év dvvau. onpeiwv K. TEp., 


that which Christ has not wrought. The converting the Gentiles. But thus, through 


view of Hofmann himself amounts to the 
sense, that the apostle wished to set aside 
all his own, which was not a work of Christ 
performed through him, with the object of 


the contrast of his own and the work of 
Christ, the emphasis would be transposed, 
resting now on Xpuortds, as if it ran ov ot 
Xpioros katerpyacato 5.’ énov, 
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him the Spirit. Very unnecessarily, and just as inappropriately,—since 
@ore must comprise all the preceding elements,—Hofmann forces év dup. rv. 
ay., by means of an hyperbaton, into special connection with oore. — ore 
k.7.4.| Qeswlt, which this working of Christ through Paul has had in refer- 
ence to the extension of Christianity. —a7é ‘Iepovc.] From this spot, where 
Paul first entered the apostolical fellowship, Acts ix. 26 ff. (he had already 
previously worked three years, including the sojourn in Arabia, at Damas- 
cus ; see on Gal, i. 17, 18), he defines the terminus a quo, because he intends 
to specify the greatest extension of his working in space (from south-east to 
north-west).' — xai coxa] enlarges the range of the terminus a quo: and round 
about, embracing not merely Judaea, but, in correspondence to the magni- 
tude of the measure of length, Arabia and Syria also. Of course, however, 
xikAw is not included in the dependence on a7é, but stands in answer to the 
question Where? inasmuch as it adds to the statement from whence the 
working took place, the notice of the local sphere, which had been jointly 
affected by that local beginning as its field of action : from Jerusalem, and 
in a circuit round, Paul has fulfilled the gospel as far as Illyria. Flacius, 
Calovius, Paulus, Gléckler, following Chrysostom, Theodoret, and others, 
refer xixaw to the are which Paul described in his journey from Jerusalem 
by way of Syria, Asia, Troas, Macedonia, and Greece to Illyria. According . 
to this, kixAw would specify the direction in which he, starting from Jerusa- 
lem, moved forward. So also Hofmann. This direction would be that of 
acurve. But xixdy never denotes this, and is never merely the opposite of 
straight out, but always cirewmcirca (comp. Judith i. 2 ; Mark iii. 34, vi. 6, 
36 ; Luke ix. 12; Rev. iv. 6 ; very frequently in the Greek writers) ; and 
the addition ‘‘and in the are of a circle,” would have been very superfluous 
and indeed like an empty piece of ostentation, seeing that in truth the 
straight direction from Jerusalem to Illyria passes for the most part through 
water. No reason also would be discoverable for Paul’s adding the «ai, and 
not merely writing «xa, in order to express : from Jerusalem in a circular 
direction as far as Illyria. — péype tov ’IAAvp.] The idea that Paul, as has 
recently been for the most part assumed, did not get to Illyria at all, but only 
to the frontier of this western region during a Macedonian by-journey, throws 
upon him an appearance of magnifying his deeds, for which the silence of the 
Acts of the Apostles, furnishing, as it does, no complete narrative, supplies 
no warrant. Now, since in ver. 23 Illyria may not, without arbitrariness, 
be excluded from the regions where he has already laboured, because this 
country would otherwise have still afforded scope for labour, we must as- 
sume that Paul had really made an intermediate journey to Illyria. From 
what starting-point, cannot indeed be shown ; hardly so soon as Acts xviii, 
11, but possibly during the journey mentioned in Acts xx. 1-8 (see Anger, 


1Yet he does not say “from Arabia” 
(Gal. Z.c.), because it was very natural for 
him significantly to place the beginning at 
that spot where all the other apostles had 
begun their work and the apostolic church 
itself had arisen—in doing which, however, 
he, by adding xai xvcAw, does nothing to the 


prejudice of history. The less is there to 
be found in amd ‘Iepove. an inconsistency 
with the statements of the Epistle to the 
Galatians. This in opposition to Lucht, 
who sees also in wéxpe tr. “IAAvp. an incorrect 
statement, and attributes to both points a 


special design, 
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temp. rat. p. 84), so that his short sojourn in Illyria took place not long before 
his sojourn in Achaia, where he at Corinth wrote the Epistle to the Romans. 
Tit. iii. 12 can only be employed in confirmation of this by those who as- 
sume the authenticity of the Epistle to Titus, and its composition thus 
early (see Wieseler, Philippi). — werAyjpoxévac 10 evayy. tr. X.] have brought to 
fulfilment (comp. Col. i. 25) the gospel of Christ. This wAypovy has taken 
place in an extensive sense through the fact that the gospel is spread abroad 
everywhere from Jerusalem to Illyria, and has met with acceptance. Anal- 
ogous is the conception : 6 Adyo¢g tov Ocod WHE ave, Acts vi. 7, xii. 24, xix. 
20. So long as the news of salvation has not yet reached its full and des- 
tined diffusion, it is still in the course of growth and increase ; but when 
it has reached every quarter, so that no place any longer remains for the 
labour of the preacher (ver. 23), it has passed from the state of growing in- 
crease into the full measure of its dimensions. This view of the sense is alone 
strictly textual (see ver. 23), while closely adhering to the literal significa- 
tion of ebayy., which denotes the message itself, not the act of proclamation 
(Th. Schott, Mangold) ; and hence excludes the many divergent interpre- 
tations, namely: (1) That of Beza, Piscator, Grotius, Bengel, de Wette, 
Riickert, in substance also Kéllner, Tholuck, van Hengel, and permissively, 
Reiche, that eiayy. is equivalent to munus praedicandi evang. which it does 
not mean ; similarly Ewald ; the executed commission of preaching. (2) 
That of Luther, Flacius, Castalio, and others :.‘‘that I have fulfilled every- 
thing with the gospel,” which is opposed to the words as they stand, although 
repeated by Baur. (3) That of Theophylact, Erasmus, and others, includ- 
ing Reiche and Olshausen : zAnp. 7d evayy. denotes completely to proclaim 
the gospel. But the “completely” would in fact have here no relevant 
weight at all (such as at Acts xx. 27) ; for that Paul had not incompletely 
preached the gospel, was understood of itself. Others arbitrarily take it 
otherwise still, e.g. Calvin : ‘‘ praedicationem ev. quasi supplendo diffundere ; 
coeperunt enim alii priores, sed ipse longius sparsit ;” Krehl: that I have 
put the gospel into force and validity ; Philippi: that I have realized the 
gospel, have introduced it into life (the gospel appearing as empty, before 
it is taught, accepted, understood) ; Hofmann, with comparison of the not 
at all analogous expression zAnpovv tov véuov: the message of salvation 
misses its destination, if it remain wnproclaimed—whereby rAnpovv would be 
reduced simply to the notion of «ypbocev.—The whole of the remark, ver. 
19 f., connected with ver. 24, is to be explained, according to Baur, I. p. 
307, simply from the intention (of the later writer) to draw here, as it were, 
a geographical line between two apostolic provinces, of which the one must 
be left to Peter. In opposition to such combinations, although Lucht still 
further elaborates them, it is sufficient simply to put into the scale the al- 
together Pauline character and emotional stamp of the language in vv. 19-383, 
in its inner truth, simplicity, and chasteness. 

Vv. 20, 21. But prosecuting it as a point of honour to preach in this way, 
the oirw is now first negatively stated : not where Christ was named, then 
positively : but, agreeably to the word of Scripture, etc. Hence ovy érov, not 
brov ovk. — geAoriu.] Gependent on pe, ver. 19. On gcdotiucicba, to prosecute 
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anything so that one seeks one’s honour in it, comp. 2 Cor. v. 9; 1 Thess. iv, 
11 ; see Wetstein and Kypke. This full signification (not merely the more 
general one : zealously to prosecute) is to be maintained in all passages, in- 
cluding the classical ones, and admirably suits the context. The matter 
was a special point of honour with the apostle in his working ;! 2 Cor. x. 15, 
16. — ovoudoty| His name, as the contents of confession, has been named, 
namely, by preachers and confessors. See ver. 21. — ira My K.T.A.| t.€., In 
order not simply to continue the work of conversion already begun by oth- 
ers. Comp. 1 Cor. iii. 10. The reason why Paul did not desire this, lay in 
the high consciousness of his apostolic destination (Acts xxvi. 17, 18), accord- 
ing to which he recognized the greatest and most difficult work, the found- 
ing of the church, as the task of the apostle, and found his apostolic honour in 
the solution of this task.? Others, as Reiche, specify as the reason, that he 
had sought on account of his freer system of doctrine to avoid polemical 
controversies. This would be a principle of practical prudence, correspond- 
ing neither to the apostolical idea, nor to Paul’s magnanimous character in 
following it out. —xa6d¢ yéyp.] Isa. lii. 15, closely cited after the LXX., 
who took TW8 in each case as masculine. The passage runs according to 
the original: ‘*‘ What was never told to them, they see; and what they have 
never heard, they perceive ;” and the subject is the kings, who become dumb 
before the glorified Servant of God, not the nations (Hengstenberg, Christol. 
II. p. 305 ; Philippi). But the actual state of the case—secing that, along 
with the kings, their peoples also must see the glory of the Servant of God 
—allowed the apostle here to put the nations as the subject, the Gentile- 
peoples, to whom, through him, the Servant of God as yet unknown to them 
is made known, i.e. Jesus Christ, in whom the Messianic fulfilment of that 
prophetic idea concerning the Servant of God, as the ideal of Israel, had ap- 
peared realized.* — repi abrod] addition of the LXX.— dyovra] they shall see, 
namely mentally, in knowledge and faith, it (that which the preaching now 
brings before them). — o? ob« axyx.] namely, the news of Him (the gospel). 
—ovvicovor] shall understand it (this news). Comp. Matt. xiii. 23, xv. 10. 
Ver. 22. Aié] because, namely, my apostolic mode of working, just de- 
scribed (vv. 20, 21), did not, yet permit me to depart from the districts 
mentioned, inasmuch as there was still work to do in founding. [See Note 
CLIV. p. 560.] Comp. Beza: ‘dum huc et illue avocor, interpellatus et 
ita prohibitus.” Incorrectly Bengel, Reiche, and others : because in Rome 
the foundation was laid by others. Ver. 23 is decisive against this. — ra 
moAda| more than roAAdnc, i. 18 (woAAd): in the most cases (xAciora, Plat. 





1Lucht here conceives the writer to be to Spain. But to address letters to a church 


dependent even on a mistaken understand- 
ing of 2 Cor. x. 15, 16. 

? The objection of Baur, ii. p. 399, that in 
truth, if this had been really Paul’s princi- 
ple, the Epistle to the Romans itself would 
stand in contradiction to it, is invalid, 
since that principle referred only to his 
working as present in person; whence he 
thought of visiting the Romans only as éa- 
mopevou evos (ver, 24), on his intended journey 


of a Pauline stamp, which had nevertheless 
been founded by others, such as, infact, he 
wrote to the Colossians and Laodiceans, 
was not exsluded by the above principle, 
the point of which was rather the personal 
presence at the founding of churches, and the 
ordl proclamation of sudvation. 
§ Comp. Schultz, alttestam. Theol. II. p. 

263 ff. , 
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Hipp. maj. p. 281 B), as a rule, not ‘‘so often” (Th. Schott). The Vulgate 
renders correctly : plerwmque.* Paul has had other hindrances also, but 
mostly such as had their ground in the above regulative principle of his 
working. Hofmann understands évexorr. of external hindrances ; so that Paul 
means that he, even if he would, could not come otherwise than in pursu- 
ance of that principle, to Rome (whither that principle did not lead him). 
This is at variance with the following vuvi dé «.7.4., which in pyxére térov 
éywv év T. KA. T. expresses the removal now of the hindrance meant by éve- 
_ kort. — Tov éAOeiv|] genitive dependent on the verb of hindering. © See Borne- 
mann, ad Xen. Anab. i. 7. 20 ; Fritzsche, ad Matth. p. 845. 

Vv. 28, 24.? But since [have now no longer room (scope, t.e. opportunitatem, 
see on xii. 19 ; Kypke, II. p. 190) in these regions (from Jerusalem to Illyria, 
ver. 19). Paul had in all these countries founded churches, from which 
Christianity was now spreading through other teachers, and especially 
through his own disciples, over the whole ; and consequently he considered 
his apostolic calling to be fulfilled in renee! of the region mentioned. His 
further working was to belong to the far west, where Christ was not yet 
named’; hence he meditated, in the next instance, transferring his activity 
in founding churches to Spain—a design, indeed, which Lucht denies that 
the apostle entertained, and imputes it to a later conception of his task, in 
accordance with which the plan of a journey to Spain was invented. Prob- 
ably the comprehensive maxim, that he had no longer a sphere of activity 
where Christianity might be planted at the principal places of a district by 
his personal exertions, was connected with the expectation of the nearness 
of the Parousia, before which the rijpwua of the Gentiles, and in conse- 
quence of this also all Israel, had to be brought in (xi. 25). — érirofiav| not 
summum desiderium (Beza), but see on iv. 11. The word is not found else- 
where ; but comp. érimdé@yoic, 2 Cor. vii. 7. — roi éAbeiv] genitive dependent 
on énir00. — ard Todd. ét.| now for many years; comp. Luke vill. 48. — &¢ 
av] simulatque, so soon as. See on 1 Cor. xi. 84 ; Phil. ii. 23. It is a more 
precise definition to what follows, not to the preceding éA6eiv rpd¢ iuac (Hof- 
mann), because otherwise Paul must have had in mind the plan of the journey 
to Spain for many years, which cannot be supposed either in itself or on ac- 
count of Acts xvi. 9. This applies also against Tischendorf in his 8th edi- 
tion. — Zraviav] The usual Greek name is ’IBypia (Herod. i. 163 ; Strabé, 
ill. 4. 17, p. 166), but Sravia (although in the passages in Athenaeus and 
Diodorus Siculus the variation ‘Ioravia is found) was probably also not rare, 
and that as a Greek form (Casaubon, ad Athen. p. 574). The Roman form 


results. 


1 See Schaefer, ad Bos. Hill. p. 427; Ast, ad 
Plat. Legg. p. 62 f. 

3 With the omission of éAevcouat mpds imas 
after Xraviav, and of yap after éAmigw (see 
the critical notes), the course of the passage 
flows on simply, so that vuvi 8%, ver. 23, is 
connected with é¢Amigw, and all that inter- 
venes is parenthetical. If éAevc. mpds tas 
only be struck out and the yép be retained, 
with Lachmann, Hofmann, Tischendorf, 8, 
a striking interruption of the construction 


To parenthesize éAmigw yap. . . éu- 
mAnod@ (Lachmann, followed by Buttmann., 
1.c. p. 252 [E. T. 294], comp. also Hofmann) is 
not suitable to the contents of the continua- 
tion, ver. 25. Ewald extends the parentheses 
from éAmigw yap even to Aectovpyjaar avTois. 
ver. 27. But considering the entirely calm 
tenor of the whole passage, the probability 
of such large parentheses, with all their in- 
termediate clauses, is just asslight as the 
probability of an anacoluthia (Tisch. 8). 
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was ‘Ioravia (1 Macc. viii. 3). Itis the entire Pyrenaean peninsula. See 
Strabo, l.c.—That this project of a journey to Spain was not executed, see 
Introd. § 1. Primasius aptly remarks : ‘‘ Promiserat quidem, sed dispen- 
sante Deo non ambulavit.” Already at Acts xx. 25 a quite different certain- 
ty was before the apostle’s mind, and in his captivity he no longer enter- 
tained that plan of travel, Philem. 22, Phil. ii. 24. — dcaropevdy.]| ‘‘ quia 
Romae jam fundata est fides,” Bengel. — ag’ inév| (see the critical notes) : 
from you away. — rporengO. éxei] comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 6, 2 Cor. i. 16, aad on 
Acts xv. 3.° As was his wont on his apostolical journeys, Paul hoped (‘‘ quasi 
pro jure suo,” Bengel) to obtain an accompaniment on the part of some be- 
longing to the church from Rome to Spain, by which we must understand an 
escort all the way thither, since Paul would without doubt travel by sea from 
Italy to Spain, the shortest and quickest way. éxei, in the sense of éxeice, 
according to a well-known attraction. See John xi. 8, e a/., and on Matt. 
ii, 22. —ard pép.] ‘‘non quantum vellem, sed quantum licebit,” Grotius. 
It is a limitation owt of compliment. Comp. Chrysostom. But the reservation 
of later complete enjoyment (Hofmann) is an idea imported : zpérov denotes in 
the first place (before I travel further), as Matt. vi. 33, vii. 5, viii. 21, and 
frequently. — éurAyo00] of spiritual satisfaction through the enjoyment of — 
the longed-for personal intercourse (iuév)." The commentary on this is 
given at i. 12. 

Ver. 25. Nvvi dé] is not, like the above vuvi dé (ver. 23), to be regarded as 
resumptive, as Buttmann and Hofmann, in consequence of the reading éArifw 
yap, ver. 24, take it,—a view with which what was previously said of the 
journey to Spain by way of Rome does not accord,’ and the passage itself 
assumes a very stiff, contorted form. Observe, rather, that the first vuvi dé, 
ver. 23, was said in contrast to the past (évexonréunv x.t.4.), but that the 
second vuvi dé, ver. 25, commencing a new sentence, is said in contrast to 
the promised future. ‘‘So I design and hope to do (as stated in ver. 24) : 
but at present a journey to Jerusalem is incumbent upon me ; after ds ac- 
complishment, I shall then carry out that promised one by way of Rome to 
Spain (ver. 28).” This vvvi dé is more definite than if Paul had said, ‘‘ but 
beforehand” (which Hofmann with this view requires) ; for he thinks that 
now he is just on the point of travelling to Jerusalem, whereas ‘‘ but beforehand” 
would admit a later term of the ropebouat. — dvaxovéy toic ay.| in service for 
the suints (Christians in Jerusalem), consequently not delaying the Romano- 
Spanish journey in his own interest. The present participle (not future, as 
Acts xxiv. 17, and see Bornemann, ad Xen. Anab. vii. 7. 17) designates the 
very travelling itself as part of the service.* — The intention, ascribed to the 
apostle, of protecting himself in rear by the collection-journey, before he 
passed into the far west (Th. Schott), is a purely gratuitous assumption. 


a Comp. Hom. ii. xi. 452; Kypke, II. p. would otherwise at this time see himself destin- 


191. ed and impelled.” This is certainly not ex- 
2 Hofmann imports the connection: The pressed. ; 
participial sentence, ver. 23, is intended to 3See Markland and Matthiae, ad Zur. 


express, ‘‘ under what circumstances Paul is Suppl. 154; Heindorf, ad Phaed. p. 249 f.; 
now setting out on a journey to Jerusalem,” Dissen, ad Pind. p. 81, 
instead of coming to Rome, whither he 
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Ver. 26. More precise information respecting the dvaxovay roic dy. : ‘+ Pla 
ewit enim Macedonibus,” etc. On evdox., they have been pleased, comp. Luke 
xii, 832 ; 1 Cor. i. 21; Gal. i. 15; Col. i, 19 ; 1 Thess. ii. 8. — kor. rivd 
mows. k.T.A.] to bring about a participation, in reference to the poor, i.e. to 
make a collection for them. The contributor, namely, enters into fellowship 
with the person aided, in so far as he xocrwrei raic Xpeiag abrov, xii. 13 ; Kor- 
vevia is hence the characteristic expression for almsgiving, without, however, 
having changed its proper sense communio into the active one of communica- 
tion ; ‘‘honesta et aequitatis plena appellatio,” Bengel. Comp. 2 Cor. ix. 
13 ; Heb. xiii. 16. The added twvd, of some sort or other, corresponds to the 
freedom from constraint, and the consequent indefiniteness, of the amount 
to be aimed at. On the collection itself, see 1 Cor. xvi. 1 ff. ; 2 Cor. viii. 
9; Acts xxiv. 17. — rove rrwyoie tov ay.| the poor among the saints at Jeru- 
salem. These were thus not all of them poor. Comp. Kiihner, IT. 1, p. 
290. Of the community of goods there is no longer a trace in Paul. Phi- 
lippi incorrectly holds that the xrrw xol Tov ayiwv are the poor saints generally. 
Since the genitive is in any case partitive (even in the passages in Matthiae, 
§ 320, p. 791), the expression must at least have been roic (not rév) év 
‘Tepovo. 

Ver. 27, Information, why they did so, by way of more precisely defining 
the mere eidéxyoay previously expressed.! They have been pleased, namely, 
to do it, and (this is the added clement) their debtors they are.” —The Gentiles 
have acquired a share (éxowéryoav) in the spiritual possession of the Chris- 
tians of Jerusalem (airév), in so far as the mother church of Christianity was 
in Jerusalem, so that thus the spiritual benefits of Christianity, which in 
the first instance were destined for and communicated to the Jews and sub- 
sequently passed over also to the Gentiles, have been diffused Srom Jerusa- 
lem forth over the Gentile world (which march of diffusion so begun con- 
tinues), as indeed in Antioch itself the first church of Gentile Christianity 
was founded from Jerusalem (Acts xi. 20). — toi¢ rvevuartix] for the benefits 
of Christianity (faith, justification, peace, love, hope, etc.) proceed from the 
Holy Spirit, are ra tov rvetpuaroc dapa : comp. on Eph. i. 3. — rote capxcxoic] 
for the earthly possessions concern the material and physical phenomenal na- 
ture of man, which is his bodily form of existence. Comp. 1 Cor. ix. 11. 
— The conclusion is a majori, which they have received, ad minus, with which 
they are under obligation to requite it. Comp. Chrysostom. By Aecroupy7- 
oa, Paul places the almsgiving ‘of love under the sacred point of view of a 
sacrificial service (see on xiii. 6, xv. 16), which is performed for the benefit 
of the recipients. Comp. 2 Cor. ix. 12; Phil. ii, 30, ii. 25. — That further, 
as Chrysostom, Calvin, Grotius, and many, including Riickert and Olshau- 
Sen, assume, Paul intended ‘‘ courteously and gently” (Luther) to suggest 
to the Romans that they should likewise bestow alms on those at Jerusalem, 
is very improbable, inasmuch as no reason is perceivable why he should not 
have ventured on a direct summons, and seeing, moreover, that he looked 
upon the work of collection as concluded, ver, 25. Without any particular 


1“ Est egregia avaphopa simul cum éravopduces,” Grotius. 


a 
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design in view (Th. Schott thinks that he desired to settle the true relation 
between the Gentile Christians and the apostle to the Gentiles), he satisfies 
merely his own evident and warm interest. 

Ver. 28. Tovro? This work of service for Jerusalem, — x. odpayio. x.7.A. | 
and when I shall have sealed to them this fruit, i.e. shall have confirmed the 
produce of the xowwvia, ver. 26, to them, secured it as their property. 
odpayit. in the figurative sense : to confirm, to ratify (see on John iii. 38) ; 
for by delivery of the moneys they were, on the part of the apostle, con- 
firmed to the recipients as the fruit collected for them, after the manner of 
the law of possession, as with seal impressed.*| The expression chosen has a 
certain solemnity ; the apostle is moved by the thought that with the close of 
the work of love to which he refers he was to finish his long and great 
labours in the East, and was to take in hand a new field in the far West. 
In these circumstances, an unusual thoughtful expression for the concluding 
act offers itself naturally. But that which Fritzsche finds in it (rendering. 
of an account and other formalities) neither lies in the simple figurative 
word, nor was it doubtless intended by Paul, considering his apostolical dig- 
nity. Others take o¢payc. in the proper sense, either thus : ‘‘ohen I have 
brought over the money to them; sealed” (Krasmus, Cornelius a Lapide, 
Estius), which, however, the words do not express at all, and how paltrily 
unapostolic the thought would be! or, referring airoi¢ to the Greek 
Christians (so already Theodoret) : ‘‘ when I have made them secure with letter 
and seal respecting the right delivery of their collection” (Gléckler, and so 
already Michaelis), against which, apart from the unsuitableness of the 
sense, it is decisive that aitoic brooks no other reference than airév and 
abroic, ver. 27 (comp. roi¢ dyiow, ver. 25). This also against Reithmayr, _ 
who brings out even a depositing for the almsgivers in God’s treasury ! 

Ver. 29. Paul is convinced that his advent to the Romans will not be 
without rich blessing from Christ ; he will bring with him a fulness (copia, 
see on Eph. iii. 19) of Christ’s blessing. On the matter itself, comp. i. 11. 
— y is to be explained : furnished with. See Bernhardy, p. 209, and on 1 
Cor. iv. 21. Quite contrary to the words, Chrysostom, Oecumenius, Calvin, 
and others: ‘“‘Scio me . . . vos inventurum repletos omnibus donis spir- 
itualibus,” Estius. — épyduevog with the same verb éAeboopa: ; see Kiihner, 
II. 2, p. 656, and ad Xen. Mem. iv. 2. 21. Comp. on 1 Cor. ii. 1; Phil. ii. 2. 

Vv. 30, 31. Even now (comp. Acts xx. 22, 23, xxi. 10 ff.) Paul antici- 
- pates that persecutions await him in Judaea on the part of the unbelieving 


1 The act of handing over itself, namely, 
was the odpayis of the collection for the 
recipients. Before the delivery the moneys 
were indeed destined for them, but not yet 
de facto assured to them as property on the 
part of the apostle, the bearer. Theodore 
of Mopsuestia well explains the o¢pay.odp. 
by amoxopicas cat Sedwxds, and adds, by way 
of assigning the reason : ¢t yap Kat TH yroun 
trav SeSwxdtwv TéAevos Hv O KapmTds, aAAG TH 
xpela aredjys, ovmw Sefanéevwov Gvarep ovv Evexev 


é563y. Without any ground in the text, 


Hofmann introduces bearers appointed on 
the part of the church, whom the apostle 
himself conducts to Jerusalem, thereby 
designating the gift to the recipients as one 
destined for them with his knowledge and will. 
Hofmann’s objection, that the interpreta- 
tion given above rather suggests that it 
should be termed an unsealing than a seal- 
ing, is a cavil running counter to the figu- 
rative usage elsewhere of odpayigew and 
odpayis, and which might just as aptly be 
applied to Hofmann’s own explanation. 
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(aredobvtwr, inobedientium, who refuse the imakoy riorewe ; comp. xi. 30, 31 ; 
John iii. 36 ; Acts xiv. 2) ; but even on the part of the Palestinian Christians 
(r. ayiowc), he is not sure of a good reception for his dcaxovia, because he, the 
anti-Judaic apostle (comp. x. 21 ; Acts xxi. 21),had set on foot and conduct- 
ed a Gentile-Christian collection. Hence the addition of the erhortation 
(wapaxada) to the readers, subjoined by the continuative dé, and how urgent 
and fervent! — d:4] belonging to rapax.: by means of amoving reference to 
Christ, as xil. 1, 2 Cor. x. 1. — The aydry rod rvebu. is the love wrought by the 
Holy Spirit (Gal. v. 22) ; i¢ Paul calls in specially by way of inciting his 
readers to compliance. — ovvaywr. jor év taic tpocevy.| to contend along with 
me in the prayers which you make, hence : in your prayers. A very correct 
gloss is iuév (after tpocevy.) in codd. and vss.; not one disfiguring the sense, 
as Reiche thinks, who explains : in my prayer. So also Ewald. Paul 
might certainly, according to the sympathy of the fellowship of love, claim 
the joint striving of the readers in Ais prayers ; but irép éu0v, which would 
otherwise be superfluous, points most. naturally to the conclusion that the 
mpocevyai are those of the readers ; comp. 2 Cor. i. 11; Col. iv. 12. The 
imép éuov rpd¢ Tov Oedv is closely, and without the article, attached to raic 
mpooevyaic (similarly to rpocebyecba imép, Col. i. 9, et al.): in the prayers 
which you address to God for me (for my welfare). Fervent prayer is a striv- 
ing of the inner man against the hostile or dangerous powers, which it is 
sought to avert or overcome, and for the aims, which it is sought to attain. 
Comp. on Col. l.c. —iva pvo6 avo «.r.2..] Aim of the joint striving : in order 
that I may be delivered from, etc. See on Matt. vi. 18. It did not pass into 
fulfilment ; even now the counsel of his Lord, Acts ix. 16, was to be accom- 
plished. — 7% diak. pov % ei¢ ‘Tepovs.| my rendering of service destined Jor Jerusa- 
lem. See vv. 25, 26. Comp. 2 Cor. viii. 4, ix. 1. 

Vv. 32, 33. “Iva] Aim of ver. 31, and so final aim of cvvaywvicacba K.7.A., 
ver. 30. Comp. Gal. iv. 5. —év yapa| in joyfulness.1 But as a prisoner he 
came to Rome, whither the will of God (dca Ayu. Oeov) led him, neverthe- 
less, otherwise than it had been his desire (comp. i. 10). —ovvavarabowpat] 
refresh myself with you, namely, through the mutual communication of faith, 
of inward experiences, of love, of hope, etc. Comp. cuurapaxAnOjva, i. 12. 
—In the closing wish, ver. 33, the designation of God as 6 Qed ric eiphyne, 
the God who brings about peace, was the more naturally suggested, as 
the forebodings of the opposite of eip4vy which he was going to encounter 
had just been before the apostle’s mind. Hence we have neither to assume a 
reference to the differences in xiv. 1 ff. (Grotius and others), nor to take 
eipivn Of the peace of reconciliation, v. 1 (Philippi), or in the wide sense of 
salus (Fritzsche). Comp. rather 1 Cor. xiv. 33 ; 2 Cor. xiii. 11; Phil. iv. 
9 ; Rom. xvi. 20: 1 Thess. v. 23. 


* 


1TIt would even with the reading ¢Adév follows, belong to this word, beside which 
(see the critical notes), which Hofmann it stands, not to cvvavar (Hofmann.) 
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Norres spy AMERICAN Eprror. 


CL. Ver. 6. Tov Oedv kai ratépa rod Kupiov hudv ’I. Xp. 


That this phrase may mean the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ cannot 
be questioned. Meyer urges against this interpretation the cases in which 6 
Oed¢ Kal waTnp Occurs with no genitive following. These cases may be regarded 
as having weight, although it may, perhaps, be claimed that a genitive is sug- 
gested to the mind in every such instance. Wieseler urges that in cases where 
kai is omitted (as Rom. i. 7, 1 Cor. i. 3) raryp is evidently appositional and ex- 
planatory, showing how God is related to the defining genitive ; and Ellicott 
presses the fact that, inasmuch as God is an absolute word and Father a relative 
one, it is more natural to connect the genitive with the one only which needs it. 
These considerations, when taken together, favor very strongly the view which 
makes tov xupiov ’I. X. depend on rarépa, and not also on Oedév. 


CLI. Vv. 8, 9. Aéyw yap... yeyevijoOat k.7.A. 


If yeyevjo%ac is the correct textual reading, as it probably is, the construction 
of dofaoa as parallel with Befacdoa: and dependent on ei¢ 76, which is favoured 
by Meyer, seems to be the one most accordant with the language. The more 
common view, however, regards doé., like yeyev., as dependent on Aéyw. Weiss 
(who, however, reads yevéoOa:) calls Meyer’s construction artificial. On the 
contrary, the parallelism in form of the two verbs, dog. and B<f., as distin- 
guished from yeyev., and the fact that Paul’s representation elsewhere is that 
Christ came in the line of the Jews to benefit also the Gentiles, comp. Gal. 
ili. 13, 14 (see also xi, 12 ff.), make this the simplest and most natural con- 
struction of the passage. The verse is introduced ()d4p) as a ground of the pre- 
ceding statement. It thus explains who are meant by jude of ver. 7, and con- 
sequently indicates that, in the use of aAAzjAove of that verse, Paul had in mind 
the division between Jews and Gentiles in the church as, approximatively at 
least, answering to that between the weak and strong parties. 

Whether there is an intentional contrast between imép dAnbeiag and strip 
édéove is uncertain, but not improbably this is the case. It was on behalf of 
God’s truth, and in fulfilment of the promises, that Christ appeared among and 
for the Jews. Though the declarations of the O. T. foreshadowed blessings 
also for the Gentiles, the relation of the spiritual plan to them was, in a 
certain peculiar sense and degree, a matter more completely of mercy. 


CLII. Vv. 14-33. 


In this passage, as Meyer remarks, we find the conclusion or epilogue of the 
epistle ; the Pauline letters generally having both an introductory and a conclud- 
ing section, each consisting of a few verses and being of a more or less general 
character. In this case, the conclusion is partly apologetic, and partly expres- 
sive of his desire and purpose with respect to visiting Rome. In both parts, 
but especially in the latter, there is a correspondence with the introductory 
passage, i. 8-15. In that passage he first expresses his thanks to God in view 
of their Christian position and advance in faith ; here, again, his apology is 
occasioned by his conviction that they have made such progress in knowledge 
and goodness as to be able to dispense with his admonitions. The apology 
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which he presents, however, justifies his boldness in writing, in parts of the 
epistle, by the special commission which he hasfrom God. This commission he 
sets forth with greater minuteness than we find in almost any other place, and 
thus, as mentioned in a former note, we get the idea which he had of ydpi¢ as 
employed in such cases, His yapicoya, as stated, also, in that note, was to be a 
minister of Christ to the Gentiles in regions where Christ had not been named. 
The second thought of the introduction—his long-cherished wish to see the 
Roman Christians which he had been prevented from accomplishing thus far, 
but hoped that he might now at last realize—is only presented more definitely 
in these verses, both as to the past and the future. 


CLII. Ver. 17 ff. éyw obv tiv Kavynow K.T.A. 


These verses, so far as the main thought is concerned, serve only to define 
more precisely the Apostle’s mission and work, as giving him the right to ad- 
dress the church as he does. In their grammatical connection they are founded, 
as an inference or conclusion, on the statement of ver. 16. The position of 
éyw indicates (as Meyer says) a special emphasis, which is connected with the 
manner in which, in the progress of the sentences, the thought is brought out. 
Paul claims that he has, as something which properly appertains to him, the 
glorying to which he gives expression,—-but it is a glorying in Christ Jesus, 
and not in anything which Christ has not wrought by his means. The con- 
struction of the following sentences is peculiar and somewhat involved. yap 
of ver. 18 confirms the declaration that his boasting is in (not outside of) 
Christ Jesus. The confirmatory words are put in the negative form, but they 
suggest also the corresponding positive. With that suggested positive, the 
connection of dote «.7.A. becomes free of difficulty. Christ has accomplished 
through me results, to the end of bringing about obedience to faith among the 
Gentiles, by means of my teaching and working accompanied by miracles and 
the power of the Divine Spirit ; and this, moreover, so far that I have com- 
pleted the work of preaching the gospel from Jerusalem and the region around 
it to Illyricum, always making it my special aim not to preach where there had 
been preachers before me, and thus not to build upon foundations laid by 
another. 

In regard to the individual words and phrases of this passage the following 
points may be noticed. (1) kavynore denotes not the ground of glorying (Kavynya), 
but the glorying itself. This the Apostle declares to belong to him rightfully. 
(2) ob yap roAujow. If he had ventured beyond these things, the boasting in 
Christ would not have been thus rightfully his. (3) Adyo and épyw are so far 
correlative with év Juv. mv. dy., év dvv. on. K. Tepdt., that the latter words ac- 
company in each case the former. (4) «ix%w is to be connected with ‘Tepovs, (so 
Meyer and many others), and not with I4avp. It refers to the circuit, whether 
smaller or larger, around Jerusalem, where Paul’s first labours in the gospel were 
put forth, not to a circuit which he made in his work of preaching from 
Jerusalem to Illyria. (5) tetAnpaxévar rd ebayyéduov. It seems unnecessary to 
adopt Meyer’s explanation of these words, as if, so long as the gospel has not 
reached every place, it has not attained the full measure of its dimensions, but 
is only in a state of growth and increase. It would appear to be according to 
the natural usage of any language to make the gospel. in such a sentence, 
equivalent to the preaching of the gospel ; and the evayyeAifeobar of ver. 20 
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favours such a sense in this case. (6) dAoriovmevor is regarded by Meyer as 
having here its strict and full meaning, making it a point of honour, and this is, in 
all probability, the correct view. (7) oi« éxov. The corresponding affirmative 
GAAa orov k.7.A. is found in ver. 21, not in form, but substantially —the construc- 
tion being changed to introduce a citation from the O. T. (comp. 1 Cor. i, 31 
and other passages). 


CLIV. Ver. 22. dvd xai évexonréyuny k.T.A. 


The reason of the é«watOnv dypt Tod dJevpo of i. 13 is here given, or rather the 
main reason, for Meyer has probably the right explanation of rd 70414, in most 
cases, plerumque, for the most part. There were other hindrances, but the chief 
one, and the one ordinarily standing in his way, was the labour which he had 
to perform before reaching the limits next eastward of Italy. Now, however, 
this hindrance was removed, because the work was done. 

The view which Paul had as to the completion of the work of preaching the 
gospel from Jerusalem to the western boundary of Illyria, and the outlook 
towards the regions beyond which seemed to bring the remainder of that 
preaching (which was to be, in the largest sense, the tAnpovv 76 evayyéAtov), so 
near, suggest two things respecting the state of his thought. (1) He must, ap- 
parently, have regarded the gospel as ‘‘made known”’ in a large region of 
country, when churches had been founded in a few of the more prominent 
places within its limits. There were many parts of the different provinces 
which he had visited, as he well knew, where no sound of the Divine message 
had been heard. (2) When we consider the light as compared with the dark- 
ness, at the time of his writing these words, and think how great was the 
latter and how small the former, it would seem as if he must have expected 
some great Divine manifestation, or the Parousia itself, at an early date,—as if 
only such an expectation as this could have enabled him to write with such a 
feeling, that the work had been accomplished in the east, and would so soon be 
accomplished even in the farthest west... 
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CHAPTER -XVI. 


Ver. 3, IIpicxay] Elz. : IpicxiAAav, against decisive evidence. After Acts 
xviii. 2; 1 Cor. xvi. 19 (Elz),— Ver. 5. ’Aciac] Elz. has ’Ayaiac, against almost 
equally decisive evidence ; but it is defended by Ammon and de Wette on the 
testimony of the Peshito, and because 1 Cor, xvi. 15 might certainly give occa- 
sion for changing ’Ay. into’Ac. But the reading ’Ay. might readily also have 
come into the text through the mere marginal writing of the parallel passage 
1 Cor. l.c., especially if it was considered that Paul wrote his letter in Achaia ; 
hence the greatly preponderant external attestation in favor of ’Ac. retains its 
validity. — Ver. 6. wudc] approved by Griesb., adopted also by Lachm. and Tisch. 
8, according to A B C* &* min. Syr. utr. Arr, Copt. Aeth. But Elz., Scholz, 
Tisch. 7, Fritzsche have judc. Since Paul in the context sends greeting to 
persons who stood in a peculiar relation to himself, and thereby the alteration 
of bude into #ud¢ was very easily suggested, the more does the external evidence 
turn the scale in favour of iudc, especially as the reading év tvwiv in DEF G, 
Vulg. It. Ruf, Ambrosiast. attests the original ei¢ dud¢ (of which it is an inter- 
pretation). — Ver. 7. of . . . yéyor]J DE FG: toi¢g xpd éuot. Gloss, following 
on a mistaken reference of the relative to dzooréAow. — Ver. 14. The order of 
the names : ‘Epyujv, TlatpdéBav, ‘Epudv (so Lachm. and Tisch., also Fritzsche) is 
rendered certain by A B C D* F GP 8, min. vss. Ruf. — Ver. 16. mdoac] is 
wanting in Elz., but is justly adopted by Griesb., following Mill, and by later 
editors on decisive evidence, and because it might easily give offence. —- Ver, 
18. xai ebAoyiac] is wanting in DE FG, min. It. Omitted through the homoeo- 
teleuton. — Ver. 19. é¢’ tuiv] The ordinary reading of 1é before é¢’ juiv has the 
greatest preponderance of evidence against it. Lachm. and Tisch. : é@’ div 
obv yaipw as A BC L PS*, min. Dam. Ruf. read. Rightly : the sequence of the 
words in the Recepta (yaipw odv first} is the ordinary one. — After ver. 20, duiv 
in Elz. is condemned by decisive testimony. — Ver. 21. doxa{ovra:] Decisive 
witnesses have dordferar. Commended by Griesb., adopted by Lachm., Tisch., 
and Fritzsche. The plural came to be introduced on account of the plurality 
of persons. — Ver. 24 is wanting entirely in A BC &, 5, 137, Copt. Aeth. Vulg. 
ms. Harl.* Ruf. ; it is found after ver. 27 in P, 17, 80, Syr. Arm. Aeth. Erp. 
Ambrosiast. Omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8; rejected also by Koppe and 
Reiche, who think that it is an interpolated repetition of the benediction, ver. 
20, which, after the transference of vv. 25-27 to the end of chap, xiv., was 
added in order not toleave the epistle without a conclusion. But the witnesses 
for omission are precisely those which have the doxology vv, 25-27 in the ordi- 
nary place, either merely in this place (as B C 8, 137), or likewise also after chap. 
xiv. (as A P, 5); and the witnesses for the transposition of the verse to the end 
are likewise not those, which have the doxology merely after chap. xiv. or not 
at all. Hence we may with safety conclude that ver. 24 was omitted or trans- 
posed for the reason that copyists stumbled partly at the fact that Paul, contrary 
to his manner elsewhere, should have joined a blessing and a doxology together, 
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~ and partly at least at the circumstance that he should have placed the latter 
after the former (all other epistles conclude with the blessing). 

On the dowology, vv. 25-27. This is found (1) at the end of chap. xvi., in B C 
D* E &, 16, 66,1 80, 137, 176, codd. in Ruf. codd. in Erasm. Syr, Erp, Copt. 
Aeth. Vulg. ms. and ed. Clar. Germ. Ruf. Ambrosiast. Pel. and the other 
Latin Fathers. (2) It is found at the end of chap. xiv. in L and almost all min. ; 
further, in the Greek lectionaries, the Arab. vss., in polyglots, Syr. P. Goth. (?) 
Slav. ms. and ed, codd. in Ruf. Chrys. Theodoret, Damasc. Theophyl. Oecum. 
Theodul. (3) It is found at both places in AP, 5, 17, 109, lat. Finally (4), it 
is not found at all in D***? F G (where, however, after chap. xiv. a gap of six 
lines is left), codd. in Erasm. codd. in Jerome,* Marcion. See the complete 
examination of the evidence in Reiche, comm. crit., and Tisch. 8, also Lucht, 
p. 49 ff. — Among the critics and exegeles, (1) the ordinary position in chap. xvi. 
has been maintained by the Complut. Erasm. Steph. Beza (ed. 3-5), Calvin, 
Bengel, Koppe, Béhme, Rinck, Lachmann, Kéllner, Scholz, Fritzsche, de Wette, 
Riickert, Reithmayr, Philippi, Tischendorf, Tholuck, Ewald, van Hengel, and 
others. (2) The position after xiv. 23 has been approved by Grotius, Mill, 
Wetstein, and Semler, following Beza (ed. 1 and 2) ; Griesbach and Matthiae re- 
moved it to that place in their critical texts ; and Morus, Paulus, Eichhorn, 
Klee, Schrader, Hofmann, Laurent, and others agree thereto. (3) The verses 
were rejected as spurious by Schmidt, Hinl. in’s N. 2. p. 227, Reiche, Krehl, 
Lucht.—Now the questionis: Js the doxology genuine? and if it is, has it its 
original position at the close of chap. xiv. or of chap. xvi.? Weanswer: I. The dow- 
ology is genuine. For (a) the witnesses for entire omission are, as against the 
preponderance of those who have it in one of the two passages or in both, 
much too weak, especially as the transposition and double insertion are very 
capable of explanation (see below). (b) The language and the entire character 
of it are highly Pauline,—a fact which even opponents must admit, who ac- 
cordingly assume its compilation out of Pauline phrases.* (c) The contents of 
it admirably suit the entire contents of the epistle. (d) The internal reasons 
adduced against it by its assailants are completely untenable. It is maintained 
(see especially Reiche, and comp. Lucht) : (a) That at each place, where the 
doxology appears, it is unsuitable. But it appears as disturbing the connec- 
tion only after xiv. 23, and it is not at all unsuitable after chap. xvi., where 
it rather, after the closing wishes more than once repeated, forms with 
great appropriateness and emphasis the main conclusion which now actually 
ensues. (3) That it has not the simplicity of the Pauline doxologies, is pom- 
pous, overloaded, etc. It is certainly more bulky and laboured than others ; 
but no other Pauline doxology stands at the end of an entire epistle where the 





1A transcript of the first Erasmian edi- 
tion, which, however, has on the margin the 
observation, that év to‘s madaios avtrypadots 
this doxology stands at the end of chap. 
xiv. 

2In D, namely, the doxology from the 


jirst hand stands after chap. xvi., but the © 


emendator indicates it as to be deleted, 
without assigning it to the end of chap. xiv. 

3 Jerome on Eph. iii. 5: “Qui volunt 
prophetas non intellexisse, quod dixerint 
.. . illud quoque, guod ad Rom. in plerisque 


codd. invenitur, ad confirmationem sui dog- 
matis trahunt. legentes: ci autem, qui 
potest vos roborare, ete.’ But that already 
before Marcion the doxology was wanting in 
codd., there is no certain trace. 

4Un-Pauline constituent elements and 
modes of representation, which Lucht be- 
lieves are to be found generally in the two 
last chapters, have no existence in reality ; 
the grounds of offence are disposed of by 
the exposition, 
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great power of thought in the writing concentrated itself in feeling—no other 
_ at the end of a section, the purport and importance of which can be compared 
with that of the entire Epistle to the Romans. Hence it can by no means 
appear strange that such a doxology has obtained the character of overflowing 
fulness from the whole recollection of what had been written,—a collective 
recollection which, so far from being fitted to beget in a rich and lively dispo- 
sition only an ordinary and plain thanksgiving to God, is fitted rather to pro- 
duce an outpouring of fervor and fulness of thought, under the influence of 
which the interest of easy expression and of simple presentation falls into the 
background. (y) That the whole conception is uncertain, many expressions 
and combinations are obscure, unusual, even quite unintelligible ; and (6) that 
the conjunction of ebayy. pov Kal tr. kypvyya “I, X. is un-Pauline and unsuitable ; 
as is in like manner gavepwhévtoc, which verb is never used by Paul of the utter- 
ances of the prophets,—groundless occasions of offence, which are made to disap- 
pear by a correct explanation. On such internal grounds Reiche builds the 
hypothesis, that in the public reading the merely epistolary last two chuplers were omit- 
ted; that the public reading thus ended at xiv. 23 ; and the dowology spoken at the end 
of that reading was written first on the margin, afterwards also in the teat, consequently 
after xiv. 23, whence copyists, on recognizing its unsuitable position, removed it to the 
end of the epistle. It is thus the worl of an anagnostes, who compiled it clumsily 
from Pauline formulas, and that in imitation of the conclusion of the Epistle of Jude.} 
In opposition to this whole view, it is particularly to be borne in mind: (1) 
that the assumption that only the doctrinal part of the epistle was publicly . 
read is a pure fancy, and is as much at variance with the high reverence for 
what was apostolic, as with the circumstance that, according to the lection- 
aries, these very chapters xv. and xvi. consist wholly of sections for reading ; 
(2) that at least xv. 1-13 would have been included in the reading, and the 
doxology must thus have obtained its place after xv. 13 ; (3) that the presumed 
custom of uttering a doxology when the reading of an apostolic writing was 
finished, does not at all admit of proof ; (4) that a Pauline doxology would have 
been chosen for imitation more naturally than that of Jude 24, 25, as indeed, 
conversely, Jude I.c. would more naturally presuppose an acquaintance with 
our passage ; (5) that rd edayy. ov was not at all suitable to the person of an 
-anagnostes ; and indeed an imitative reader was hardly in the position and 
mood to pour forth an expression of praise in so overflowing a gush, and 
thereby in anacoluthic construction. But when Lucht refuses a Pauline char- 
acter to the doxology, in respect not merely of form and diction, but also of 
the thought which it contains, and recognizes in it a gnosticizing and concil- 
iatory stamp, this judgment rests on misinterpretations in detail and on pre- 
suppositions, which lie altogether outside the range of the N. T., along with a 
recourse to the rejection of the genuineness not merely of the Pastoral epistles, 
but also of the so-called epistles of the captivity.—II. The position of the doxolo- 
gy after xvi. 24 is the original one. For (a) the external witnesses for this view 
are preponderant, not indeed in number, but in value. See above, and com- 
pare Gabler, Praef. ad Griesb., Opusc. p. 24. (») Its position at the end of 
chap xvi. was quite fitted to excite offence and to occasion a transposition, 
partly because no other epistle of the apostle concludes with a doxology ; parily 


1In the Comment. crit. p. 116, Reiche is of opinion that it may have been added “a 
homine privato, qui ingenio suo indulgeret.”’ 
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because here even the usual formal conclusion of an epistle (the apostolical 
blessing) immediately precedes ; partly because tude ornpifar seemed specially to 
refer back to the section respecting the weak in faith. The latter point was 
decisive at the same time as to the place to which—the connection between 
chap. xiv, and xv. as a unity being far from sufficiently appreciated—the dox- 
ology was referred, namely after xiv. 23, where there is the last direct men- 
tion of the weak, while xv. 1 then turns directly to the strong. Several other 
defenders of the ordinary position (see especially Koppe, Exc. II. p. 404 ; Gab- 
ler, l.c. p. 26; Bertholdt, Hinleit. VI. § 715; Hug, Hinl. Il. p. 397, with whom 
Reithmayr agrees) thought, indeed, that the omission of at least chap. xvi. in the 
reading of the letter had occasioned the beautiful and weighty doxology, which 
it was desired should not be excluded from the reading, to be placed after chap. 
xiv.—not after chap. xv., cither (Bertholdt, Hug) because chap. xv. has already 
a conclusion, or because the supposed reference of orypigar to the weak in faith 
pointed out that place. But the whole supposition that an integral portion of 
the epistle was omitted in reading is entirely incapable of being established. 
Not more plausible is the theory to which Rinck has recourse (comp. already — 
Zeger and Bohme): ‘In codd. ea recensione Marcionis perscriptis librarios, ipso 
forlasse Marcione auctore, clausulam ea fine epistolae assuisse, et postquam quod dee- 
rat a correctoribus suppletum esset, alios hanc clausulam iterasse, alios hinc, alios 
illinc, alios utrimque ejecisse” (Lucubr. crit. p. 135). Marcion himself and his 
disciples rejected (Origen, interpr. Ruf.), indeed, the doxology on account of its 
contents (see especially ver. 26, did re ypagav mpopytixdr) ; but the orthodox 
certainly did not concern themselves with Marcionitie copies ; indeed, Ori- 
gen says expressly, that in the copies ‘‘quae. non sunt a Marcione temerata,” 
the doxology is found differently placed either after chap. xiv. or after 
chap. xvi. Ewald, regarding vy. 3-20 as the fragment of an epistle to the 
Ephesians, believes that a reader somewhere about the beginning of the 
- second century observed the heterogeneous character of that portion, but then 
excised too much, namely chap. xv. and xvi. Such acopy, in his view, Marcion 
had ; but now that chap. xiv. was without a proper conclusion, at least the 
doxology xvi. 25-27 came to be appended thereto by other copyists. But apart 
from the above opinion respecting vv. 3-20 in itself (see, in opposition to it, 
the critical notes on chap. xv.), it would not be at all easy to see why they 
should not have removed merely vv. 3-20 from the copies, and why, instead of 
this, chap. xvi. should have been entirely excised, and even chap. xv. in addi- 
tion. To explain this, the smaller importance of this chapter—which, more- 
over, is assumed without historical warrant—does not suffice.—Further, if the 
genuineness of the doxology itself, as well as its customary position, isto be 
esteemed assured, it follows at the same time from what we have said (1) in re- 
spect of the duplication of the doxology after chap. xiv. and xvi. in critical au- 
thorities, that it proceeds from those who, while aware of the difference as to 
the place of the words, were not able or did not venture to decide respecting _ 
the original position, and hence, taking the certain for the uncertain, inserted 
the words in both places ; (2) in respect of the entire omission in authorities, that 
it is the work of an old precarious criticism, which drew from the uncertain 
position the conclusion of non-genuineness, along with which there operated 
the consideration that the doxology was unsuitable after xiv. 23 as interrupt- 
ing the connection, and after xvi, 24 as having its place even after the con- 
cluding wish. : 


CHAP. XVI., 1-4. 565 
Vv. 1, 2. Recommendation (ovviornu, comp. 2 Cor. v. 12, et al. )* of Phoebe, 
who is held: to be the bearer of the epistle,—a supposition which there is 
nothing to contradict. In the twofold predicate, adedg. juov (our, i.¢. my 
and your Christian sister) and obcav dcdk. x.7.2., there lies a twofold motive, 
a more general and a more special one, for attending to the commendation. 
— didxovov| feminine, as Dem. 762. 4: didxovor, y tic éxppro. The designa- 
tion by the word d:axévicoa, not used in classical Greek, is found only sub- 
sequently, as frequently in the Constitutt. apost. See, on these ministrae, as 
they are called in Pliny, Zp. x. 97, the female attendants on the poor, sick, 
and strangers of the church, Bingham, Orig. I. pp. 341-866 ; Schoene, 
Geschichtsforsch. wb. d. kirchl. Gebr. III. p. 102 ff. ; Herzog, in his Hneyht. 
III. p. 868 f. Very groundlessly Lucht, because this service in the church 
was of later date (but comp. xii. 7; Phil. i. 1), pronounces the words 
Keyyp. not to belong to Paul, and ascribes them to the supposed 
editor. Respecting the yjpa, 1 Tim. v. 9, see Huther in loc. — Keyypeai 
eastern port of Corinth, on the Saronic Gulf. See Wetstein. Comp. on 
Acts xviii. 18. —iva airyy, x.7.2.] Aim of the commendation. — év kvpia] 
characterizes the rpoodéyec0a as Christian ; it is to be no common service 
of hospitality, but to take place in Christ, i.e. so that it is fulfilled in the 
fellowship of Christ, in virtue of which one lives and moves in Christ. 
Comp. Phil. ii. 29. — a&twe rév dyiwr] either : as it is becoming for saints (Chris- 
tians) to receive fellow-Christians (so ordinarily), or: ‘‘ siewt sanctos excips 
oportet,” Grotius, Chrysostom. The former (so also Fritzsche and Philippi) 
is the correct explanation, because most naturally suggesting itself, as modal 
definition of the action of receiving. — kai yap avt4| nam et ipsa, for she also on 
her part (not ait haec). — rpooraric] a directrix, protectress.* She became (2.é. 
-sé praestitit Kiihner, ad Xen. Anab. i. 7. 4) a patrona multorum through the 
exercise of her calling. Paul might, indeed, have written rapaoraric, cor- 
responding to rapaoryre ;* but he selects the word which is conformable to 
her official position, and more honourable. — kai abrov éuoi] and of myself, 
my own person (see on vii. 25). Historical proof of this cannot be given. 
Perhaps Paul had once been ill during a sojourn with the church of Cen- 
chreae. 
Vv. 3-16. The apostle’s salutations. 
Vv. 3, 4. Ipioxa (2 Tim. iv. 19) is not different from TpioxAda ; comp. 
on Acts xviii. 2.— Her husband‘ Aquila was a native of Pontus (Acts 
xviii. 1), and Reiche incorrectly conjectures that he was called Pontius 


Aquila, which name Luke erroneously referred to his native country ;° for, 
' 


A 
OvoaVv .. .- 


~ 


1See Jacobs, ad Anthol. IX. p. 488; ponderant Christian activity and estimation 


Bornemann, ad Xen. Symp. iv. 63, p. 154. 

2 Lucian, bis accus, 29; Dio Cass. xlii. 39 ; 
Dindorf, Soph. O. C. 459, and Praef. ad 
Soph. p. LX1.; Lobeck, Paralip. p. 271. 

3 Xen. Mem. ii. 1. 32; Soph. Zrach. 891, 
Oed. C. 559; comp. év vécos mapactatis, 
Musonius, in Sfod. fl. p. 416, 48. 

4That Paul names the wife first, is not to 
be regarded as accidental. Probably the pre- 


were on her side. Hence here, where both 
are saluted (comp. 2 Tim. iv. 19), the prece- 
dence of the wife,—a distinction for which 
in 1 Cor. xvi. 19, where both salute, no occa- 
sion was given. On the precedence given 
to the wife in Acts xviii. 18, see in loc. 

5 Aquila also, the translator of the Bible, 
was, as is well known, from Pontus (Sinope), 
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looking to the close connection in which Aquila stood with Paul, and Paul 
again with Luke, a correct acquaintance with the matter must be presumed 
in the latter. This married couple, expelled from Rome as Jews under 
Claudius, had been converted at Corinth by Paul (see on Acts xviii. 1), had 
then migrated to Ephesus (Acts xviii. 18, 26 ; 1 Cor. xvi. 19), are now again 
in Rome, but, according to 2 Tim. iv. 19, were at a later period once more 
in Ephesus. —év Xpior@ ’Ijootv] Distinctive character of ovvepyotc ; for la- 
bour for the gospel lives and moves in Christ as its very element. Comp. 
vv. 9, 12. — Ver. 4. The marks of parenthesis are to be omitted, because 
the construction is not interrupted. — oircve¢ x.r.4.] Note the peculiar grounds 
assigned (quippe qui) for this and several following greetings. — izép] not 
instead of, but for, in order to the saving of my life. — tov éavt. tpdynr. iréb- 
nxav| have submitted their own neck, namely, under the executioner’s axe. In 
the absence of historical information we can just as little decide with cer- 
tainty on the question whether the expression is to be taken literally, that is, 
of amoment when they were to be actually executed but in some way or 
other were still saved, or (so the expositors) figuratively, of the incurring 
of an extreme danger to life—as on the question where the incident referred to 
took place ? whether at Ephesus, Acts xix. ? or 2 Cor. i. 8? or at Corinth, 
Acts xviii. 6 ff.? or elsewhere ? or, generally, in the midst of labour and 
tribulation shared with Paul? Wetstein, Heumann, and Semler think of 
bail (bréjxav would then be : they gave pledge; see Lobeck, ad Phyrn. p. 
468). Possibly ; but the nearest conception which offers itself as the words 
stand is that of tpayndoxoreiv (Plut. Mor. p. 398 D), whether it be thought 
of as a reality or as a figure. The latter, however, is, as being said of both, 
the most probable. The readers knew what was meant. — rov éOvdv|] On 
account of this sacrifice for me, the apostle of the Gentiles. The notice con- 
templates the inclusion of the Roman church, which in fact was also a Gen- 
tile church. 

Ver. 5. Kai rv war’ olx. avr. éxxa.| and the church which is in their house. 
Considering the size of Rome, it may be readily conceived that, besides the 
full assembly of the collective church, particular sectional assemblies were 
also formed, which were wont to meet in the houses of prominent members 
of the church. Such a house was that of Aquila and Priscilla, who had also 
in Ephesus given their dwelling for a similar object, 1 Cor. xvi. 19 ; Col. iv. 
15 ; Philem. 2. Such house-churches are related therefore to the collective 
community, to which, as such, the epistles are directed, simply as the part, 
which has in addition its own special greeting, to the whole. Others (fol- 
lowing Origen, Chrysostom, Theophylact, etc., with Koppe, Flatt, Klee, 
Gléckler) hold that the inmates of the household are intended. An arbitrary 
assumption of an unexampled hyperbole in the use of é«xayoia. That all 
the following saluted persons, up to ver. 12, were members of the house- 
church of Aquila and Prisea (Hofmann), is an arbitrary assumption, which is 
rendered very improbable by the repeated adordoac#e, forming in each case a 
fresh beginning. —’Eraiverov'| Unknown like all the following down to ver. 


1 On the accentuation of the name,as well gramm.’ Unters. p. 30. The name itself is 
as that of "Epagros, ver. 22, see Lipsius, also frequently found in the Greek writers. 


CHAP. XVI., 6, 7. 567 © 
15, but see the note on ‘Poigov, ver. 13. The traditions of the Fathers made 
most of them bishops and martyrs (see Justiniani, Comm., and Braun, Sel. 
sacr. i. 2. 29 ff.), and the Synopsis of Dorotheus places most of them among 
the seventy disciples. That Epaenetus had come to Rome with Aquila and 
Prisca (Hofmann), is very precariously conjectured from his being mentioned 
immediately after that couple. — arapy7 tij¢’Ao. cig X.| jirst-fruits of Asia 
(partitive genitive, see on vili. 23) in reference to Christ, i.e. that one of the 
Asiatics, who had first been converted to Christ.’—’Ac. is the western por- 
tion of Asia Minor, as in Actsii. 9 ; 1 Cor. xvi. 19; 2 Cor. 1.8. 

Ver. 6. How far Mary had toiled much for the Romans (cic iuac), was as well 
known to the readers and to the apostle himself, who awards to her on that 
account the salutation of acknowledgment and commendation, as it is un- 
known to us. It may have happened abroad (as van Hengel and others 
think) or in Rome itself through eminent loving activity, possibly in a 
special emergency which was now past (hence not xom@, but the aorist). 
Reiche refers éxor. to activity in teaching, for which, however, since the text 
annexes no definition (asin 1 Tim. v. 17), and since Mary is not more specially 
known, there is no reason, and generally, as respects public teaching (1 Cor. 
xiv. 34, 35), little probability. On cic, comp. Gal. iv. 11. 

Ver. 7. ‘Iowiav] is taken by Chrysostom, Grotius, and others, including 
Reiche, as feminine (Junia, who is then to be regarded probably as the wife 
or sister of Andronicus) ; but by most of the more recent expositors as a 
masculine name, Junias, equivalent to Junianus (therefore to be accented 
‘Iovac). [See Note CLV. p. 581.] No decision can be arrived at, although 
the following description, ver. 7 (in opposition to Fritzsche), commends the 
the latter supposition. — ovyyeveic] is explained by many (including Reiche, 
de Wette, Hofmann) as member of the same race or people (according to ix. 
3). But the explanation kinsmen isto be preferred, partly because the word 
itself, without other definition in the context, immediately points to this 
(Mark vi. 4 ; Acts x. 24, et al.); partly because it is only in this sense that 
it has a significance of special commendation ; especially as in Rome there 
were many Jewish-Christians, and hence one does not see how the epithet 
was to be something characteristic in the particular case of those named, if 
it signified only kindred in the sense of belonging to the same people. We 
know too little of the apostle’s kindred (comp. also Acts xxiii. 16), to reject 
this explanation on account of vv. 11, 21, or to venture to employ it in 
throwing suspicion on the genuineness of the chapter (Baur). But Reiche’s 
reason—that Andronicus and Junias are expressly designated as Jews, 
because it would just be non-Jews who were saluted—is quite futile, since 
the nationality of those previously saluted is unknown to us, and Aquila and 
Prisca were likewise Jews.” Just as groundlessly, Hofmann thinks that in 


1 With the reading amapyy rijs ’Axaias, it 
was necessary, in order not to fail into 
variance with 1 Cor. xvi. 15, to take émap x7, 
as @ first-fruit, one of the first converted,— 
certainly an explanatory makeshift, which 
weakens greatly the significance of the 
notice, and by which 1 Cor. /.c. would also 


be affected. Not less forced would be the 
combination, by which we should regard 


_ Epaenetus as an inmate of Stephanas’ 


house, who had been converted at the same 
time with him (Tholuck, yet only permis- 
sively, following older interpreters). 

2 Probably Mary also—the name aiready 
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an epistle to the Gentile-Christian church the kinsmen of the apostle would 
be Jews. This is purely arbitrary, and yields, besides, for the designation 
of the persons intended an element, which, in the case of the actual relatives 
of the Jewish-Christian apostle, is quite obvious of itself, and the mention 
of which, moreover, in presence of the Gentile-Christians, would have been 
somewhat indelicate.—Where and in what manner they had been imprisoned 
with Paul,’ is, owing to the incompleteness of the information in the book 
of Acts (comp. on 2 Cor. vi. 5), entirely unknown. Clement, 1 Cor. v., 
states that Paul had seven times borne fetters. Ewald, in connection with 
his view that we have here a fragment of an epistle to the Ephesians, as- 
sumes that Andronicus and Junias, while Paul was imprisoned in Rome, lay 
at the same time confined in Hphesus ; and Lucht perceives only the anach- 
ronism of a forger. —érionwo évt. aroot.]| éxionuoc, like insignis, a vow media 
(comp. Matt. xxvii. 16), here in the good sense: distinguished, i.e. most honour- 
ably known by the apostles.? So Beza, Grotius, and others, including Koppe, 
Flatt, Reiche, de Wette, Fritzsche, Philippi, van Hengel, Hofmann, and 
rightly ; for dréorodo¢ is used by Paul only in 1. Cor. xv. 7 in the wider 
sense (comp. Acts xiv. 4, 14), nevertheless even there with such restriction 
that James and the twelve are included in the reference. Hence we must 
not, especially considering our entire ignorance of the two persons, explain, 
with Origen, Chrysostom, Luther, Calvin, Estius, Wolf, and many others, 
including Tholuck, K6llner, Riickert, Reithmayr, Ewald, distinguished among 
the apostles (in other words distinguished apostles). That Andronicus and 
Junias were held in peculiar honour by the apostles, does not exclude their 
repute with the Christians generally, but rather points, for their especial 
commendation, to closer relations which they had with the apostles. Lucht 
misinterprets the expression oi azécr. of the original apostles in contrast to 
Paul. — rpéd éuoi| That they had been converted exactly at Pentecost (Grotius, 
Koppe), is just as little capable of proof, as that they had been the first 
preachers of the gospel in Rome (Wolf). — yeyévaow év X.] not : became 
apostles in Christ (Reithmayr, following Origen), but: became Christians, 
entered the fellowship of Christ, attained to the év Xpior@ elva. They were 
thus dpyaio. pabyrai (Acts xxi. 16). ‘‘Venerabiles facit aetas, in Christo 
maxime,” Bengel. On yivecfa év, see Niigelsbach, 2. Ilias, p. 295, ed. 3 ; 
comp. on Phil. ii. 7. 


points to this—was a Jewess; indeed, 
Epaenetus himself appears to have been a 
Jew (against Hofmann), since he is charac- 
terized generally as the first-fruits of Asia, 
not as amapxy) tav édvayv of this country, 
and according to history, the Christian 
first-fruits of a country inhabited also by 
Jews were, as a rule, Jews. 
xviii. 6, xxviii. 24 ff. . 

1 The expression itself places the relation 
of their captivity under the figurative con- 
ception of captivity in war (vii. 28; 2 Cor. 
x. 5; Eph. iv. 8). Comp. Lucian, Asin. 27; 
Photius, Bibl. p. 133, 8. As the Christians, 
and peculiarly the teachers and overseers 


Comp. Acts - 


in the service of Christ, their commander-in- 
chief, are ovotpati@tac amongst one another 
(see on Phil. ii. 35, Philem. 2), so also are 
they, in captivity with one another, cvvax- 
pwaddwrtoe (see on Col. iv. 10, Philem. 23). An 
arbitrary play of interpretation occurs in 
Hofmann: those whom Christ has won from 
the world and made His own, just as the 
apostle himself. Aptly Chrysostom points 
out the fellowship of suffering with Paul, 
implied in cvvatyuaad, as the most glorious 
crown of these men. 

2 Comp. Eur. Hec. 879: émionnos év Bporois, 
Tlippol. 103; Polyb. x. 8. 8, xv. 34. 3; Lucian, 
mere. cond, 28. 
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Vv. 8, 9. ’Aurdviv] the abbreviated ’AurAcdrov, as codd., vss., and Fathers 
actually read, a name which (in form like Donatus, Fortunatus, etc., see 
Grotius) was frequent ; see Gruter, Jnd. — év xvpiw| gives to the aya. yw. the 
specific Christian character ; comp. on ver. 2.—r. ovvepy. juav] qudv refers, 
since Paul speaks always of himself in the singular here, to the readers along 
with himself, comp. ver. 1, not to those named in vv. 3-8(van Hengel). He 
was probably a stranger who was at this time in Rome, and united his activity 
with that of Roman Christians towards the extension and furtherance of the 
gospel, whereby he was a fellow-labourer of the apostle and of the readers. 
— The name Erayve : Inser. 268. 

Ver. 10. Apelles (comp. Hor. Sat. I. v. 100) is not to be confounded with 
the celebrated Apollos (Acts xviii. 24 ; 1 Cor. i. 12, ili. 4), as Origen, Theo- 
dore of Mopsuestia, Grotius, and others have done. Whether he was a 
freedman remains an open question, owing to the frequency of the name, 
which also occurs of freedmen. — rov déximov év X.] t.e. the tried Christian. 
Christ, the personal object of his believing fidelity, is conceived as the ele- 
ment wherein. he is approved. Comp. ¢pdériuog év X., 1 Cor. iv. 10, and 
similar passages. — rove é tdv ’ApiotoBobAov| those of the people (perhaps : 
slaves) of Aristobulus, comp. 1 Cor. i. 11. That Paul means the Christians 
among them, is self-evident ; in the similar salutation, ver. 11, he adds it 
redundantly. Avristobulus himself was therefore no Christian ; unless he (so 
Grotius) had been already dead, in which case he might have been a Chris- 
tian. ; 

Vv. 11, 12. Narcissus is by Grotius, Michaelis, and Neander, held to be 
the powerful freedman of Claudius (Suet. Claud. 28 ; Tacit. Ann. xi. 29 ff., 
xii. 57). It is possible, although Narcissus, according to Tacitus, Ann. xiii. 
1, was already dead (see Wieseler, Chronol. p. 371 ff.). A decision, however, 
cannot be arrived at ; but, considering the frequency of the name, the sus- 
picion of anachronism (Lucht) is groundless.—The three women, ver. 12, 
perhaps deaconesses, are otherwise unknown. Note how Persis is distin- 
guished above the two previously named women ; as also how delicately 
Paul has not added jov, after rv ayarnr#v, as with the men’s names, vv. 8, 
9, although he means his sentiment of love towards Persis. Observe, also, 
the distinction between koriéoa¢ (present) and éxoriacev. The particular cir- 
cumstances of the case are unknown to us. 

Ver. 13. Rufus may be the son of Simon of Cyrene, Mark xv. 21. Comp. 
in loc. The fact that in Mark, who probably wrote in Rome, the man is as- 
sumed to be well known, would agree with the eulogy here : rév éxAexrov év 
xupiw, the elect one in the fellowship of” the Lord, i.e. who is distinguished as a 
Christian.! For if these words denoted merely the Christian, ‘‘ who in fel- 
lowship with the Lord is chosen to blessedness” (Reiche), they would not 


1 On éxdAextos, exquisitus, in the sense of 
excellens (comp. 1 Tim. v. 21; 1 Pet. ii. 4; 2 
John i. 13; Wisd. iii. 14; Bar. iii. 30), be- 
cause it is just the selected that is wont to 
be the eminently qualified, see Schleusner, 
Thes. Tl. p. 289. But Hofmann explains as 
if it ran tov éxAexrdov pov : who is to me a choice 


Christian brother; he calls the ordinary in- 
terpretation unapostolic (wherefore ?), and 
groundlessly appeals to tiv ayarnryy, ver. 
12. In the case of the latter the loving sub- 
ject is, according to a very common usage, 
self-evident. 


4 
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—as is, nevertheless, the case with all the remaining predicates—express a 
special element of commendation. — «ai éuoi] pregnant, delicate, and grate- 
ful hint of the peculiar love and care which Paul (where and how, is entirely 
unknown’) had enjoyed at her hands. Comp. ver. 2; 1 Cor. xvi. 18; Phi- 
lem. 11 ; and see on 1 Cor. i. 2. 

Vv. 14, 15. Hermas was not, as already Origen declared him to be, the 
composer of the book 6 roiuqv,* which, according to the Canon Muratorianus, 
is said to have been composed by a brother of the Roman bishop Pius L., 
and in any case belongs to no earlier period than the second century. — x. r. 
ovv avt@ adeAg.] It is possible, but on account of the more general designa- 
tion deviating from ver. 5, not probable, that those named here as well as in 
ver. 15 were members, well known to the apostle, of two éxxAyoiac in Rome 
(so Hofmann), according to which view by the brethren with them would be 
meant the remaining persons taking part in these assemblies, for the most part 
doubtless unknown to him. It is possible also that some other Christian as- 
sociations unknown to us (Fritzsche and Philippi think of associations of 
trade and commerce) are intended. We have no knowledge on this point. 
Reiche thinks of two mission-societies. But rdvrec, ver. 15, points to a con- 
siderable number, and there is no trace in the Book of Acts of so formal and 
numerous mission-societies ; they were doubtless still foreign to that period. 
Probably also Paul would have given some thoughtful indication or other of 
this important characteristic point.—The whole of the names in vv. 14, 15 
are found in Gruter and elsewhere.—Julia appears to have been the wife of 
Philologus ; the analogy of the following Nypéa k. tiv adeAdjv avrod makes it 
less probable that the name denotes a man (Julias, comp. on ver. 7). 

Ver. 16. The series of greetings which Paul has to offer from himself is 
concluded. But he now desires that his readers should also exchange greet- 
ings among one another, reciprocally, and that with the loving sign of the 
holy kiss. The subject of this greeting is thus every member of the church 
himself, who kisses another (see on 1 Cor. xvi. 20), not Paul, so that meo 
nomine should be supplied (Bengel, Koppe).. This is forbidden by adAgrove. 
Comp. 1 Cor. l.c. ; 2Cor. xiii. 12 ; Justin, Ap. i. 65. The case is otherwise 
with 1 Thess. v. 26 (see Liinemann in loc.). The ancient custom, especially in 
the East, and particularly among the Jews, of uniting a greeting witha kiss, 
gave birth to the Christian practice of the adyov ¢iAqua (1 Pet. v. 14),* termed 
ayov, because it was no profane thing, but had Christian consecration, ex- 
pressing the holy Christian-fellowship of love.* — aca] From many churches 


1 Hofmann entertains the conjecture, 
which is in no way capable of proof, that 
Rufus lived with his mother in Jerusalem 
when Paul himself sojourned there; and 
that then Paul dwelt in the house of the 
mother, and enjoyed her motherly care.— 
If, again, the demonstration of love in- 
tended fallsin a dater period of the apostle’s 
life, his expression in our passage is the 
more courteous; hence it by no means re- 
quires the above precarious combination. 

2 The critical discussions as to this work, 


quite recently conducted by Zahn, and 
Lipsius in particular, have no bearing here. 

3 hidnua ayamnys 3 Const. ap. ii. 57. 12, viii. 
5.5: 7d év xupiw piAnua, Tertullian, de orat. 
4: osculum pacis. ‘ 

4That Paul actually desires that the re- 
ciprocal greeting by a kiss on the part of 
all should take place after the reading of 
the epistle, ought not to have been disput- 
ed (Calvin, Philippi). A ceremony indeed 
he does not desire ; but he summons not 
merely to love, but to the kiss of love. 


_ CHAP. XVI., 17. O71 
greetings had been doubtless entrusted to the apostle for the Romans, since 
he had certainly not previously withheld from them his project of travelling 
to Rome (perhaps also, of writing thither beforehand). Concerning the 
rest, what Erasmus says holds good; ‘‘Quoniam cognovit omnium erga 
Romanos studium, omnium nomine salutat.” The universal shape of the ut- 
terance by no means justifies us in pronouncing this greeting not to be the 
apostle’s, and deriving it from 1 Cor. xvi. 19, 20 (Lucht) ; it rather corre- 
sponds entirely to that cordial and buoyant consciousness of fellowship, in 
which he did not feel himself prompted narrowly to examine his summary 
expression. Others arbitrarily limit raca: to the Greek churches (Grotius), 
or simply to the churches in Corinth and its ports (Michaelis, Olshausen, and 
others), or at least to those in which Paul had been (Bengel). 
Vv. 17-20. A warning, added by way of supplement, against the errone- 
ous teachers who were then at work. This very supplementary position 
given to the warning, as well as its brevity, hardly entering at all into the 
subject itself (comp. on the other hand, the detailed treatment in chap. xiv. 
xv. of a less important contrast), evinces that Paul is not here speaking, as 
Wieseler, following older interpreters, holds, against such as already were 
actually making divisions in Rome. We would have treated so dangerous an 
evil in the doctrinal connection of the epistle and at length, not in such a 
manner as to show that it only occurred to him at the close to add a warn- 
ing word. Hence this is to be regarded as directed against an evil possibly 
setting in. Doubtless he was apprehensive from the manifold experience 
acquired by him, that, as elsewhere (comp. Gal. iii. 6, 11 ff. 7 Col. 1-84. 
Phil. iii. 2 ff., 18, 19 ; 2 Cor. xi. 18 ff.), so also in Rome, Jewish zealots jor 
the law’ might arise and cause divisions in their controversy with Pauline 
Christianity. This occasioned his warning, from which his readers knew to 
what kind of persons it referred,—a warning, therefore, against danger, such 
as he gave subsequently to the Philippians also (Phil. iii.), to whom the 
evil must have been all the nearer, Paul might, however, the more readily 
consider it enough to bring in this warning only supplementarily and briefly, 
since in Rome the Gentile-Christian element was the preponderant one, and 
the mind of the church in general was so strongly in favour of the Pauline 
gospel (vv. 19, 20, vi. 17), that a permanent Judaistic influence was at pres- 
ent not yet to be apprehended. How, notwithstanding, an anti-Pauline 
doctrinal agitation took place later in Rome, see Phil. i. 15 ff. Moreover, 
the precautionary destination of our passage, and that in presence of the 
greatness of the danger, is sufficient to make us understand its contents and 
expression as well as its isolated position at the close. At least there does 
not appear any necessity for setting it down as an original constituent por- 


1 The brief indications, vv. 17, 18, do not 
suggest philosophical Gentile - Christians 
(Hammond, Clericus), but (see on ver. 18) 
Judaizers, against whom Paul offers his 
warning. Hofmann prefers to abide by 
the generality of the warning, whether the 
troubles might be of Gentile origin or might 
arise from doctrines of Jewish legalism. 


But this view does not satisfy the concrete 
traits in vv. 17,18, 20. See the correct in- 
terpretation already in Chrysostom and 
Theodore of Mopsuestia. The latter says: 
Aéyer 5¢ wept Tov amd "lovdaiwv,ot arav- 
TAXOTE TEPLiOVTES TOs amd ESVaY MoTEV- 
OVTAS THS VOMLKHS ExeoFar TapaTypycews Teiderv 
ETeLpovTo, 


572 THE EPISTLE OF PAUL TO THE ROMANS. 


tion of an epistle addressed to a church founded by Paul himself, namely, 
to the church of the Ephesians (Ewald, Lucht). 

Ver. 17. Exoreiv] to have in view, in order, namely, to guard against ; 
comp, PAémere, Phil. ili, 23 but oxoreiv spaenilie: is stronger, comp. lab 
Phil. iii. 17. — rd¢ deyoor. | {See Note CLVI. p. 582.] comp. Gal. v. 20; 1 
Mace. iii. 29.’ The article denotes those anti-Pauline divisions and be ee 
oxavdada,—t.e. temptations to departure from the true Christian faith and 
life, well known to the readers,—which at that time arose in so many quarters 
in Pauline churches, and might readily threaten the Romans also. — éxxA/- 
vate an’ avtov] turn away from them, shun them, go out of their way. Comp. 
1 Pet. ili. 11; Ps. cxix. 102; Ecclus. xxii. 11 ; Thucyd. v. 73. 3; more 
usually with the accusative. Grotius rashly concludes: ‘‘ non fuisse tune 
conventus communes aut presbyterium Romae ; alioquin voluisset tales ex- 
communicari.” Paul rather counsels a rule of conduct for each individual 
member of the church, leaving the measures to be adopted on the part of 
the church, in case of necessity, to the church-government there (which was 
one regularly organized, in opposition to Bengel, see xii. 6 ff.). The disturb- 
ers, besides, against whom they are warned, are in fact viewed not as members 
of the church, but as intruders from without. Comp. Acts xv. 1; Gal. ii. 
4.—The reference to the doctrine received certainly implies a church having 
Pauline instruction, but not exactly one founded by Paul himself (Ewald), 
like that at Ephesus. Comp. vi. 17 ; Col. i. 23. 

Ver. 18. Reason assigned for the injunction of ver. 17.— oi roviroc] hi 
tales ; notatur substantia cum sua qualitate,” Bengel. — ob dova.] Note the 
position of the negation ; the thought is : to the Lord they refuse service, but 
their own belly they serve. Thereby they belonged to the category of the 
ExPpot tov oravpod t. Xp., Phil. iii. 18.—On rH wocdia dovdAebecy, rH 
yaotpi dovacberv abdomini servire (Seneca, de benef. vii. 26), asa designation of 
selfishness, bent only on good cheer in cating and drinking, comp. on Phil. 
“iii. 19 ; Jacobs, ad Nit IX. p. 416. For this object the sectaries sought 
to iy use of the influence and following which they obtained. Comp. 
Lucian, de morte Peregr. 11 {f. Behind their teaching, although this was 
not itself of an Epicurean nature (Hofmann), there lurked, hypocritically 
concealed, the tendency to epicurean practice. — dia tie xpyotod. K. ebdoy. | by 
means of the kind (having a good-natured sound) and fair-set language, which 
they hold.* The two words characterize contents (ypyorod.) and form (ebA.) 5 
hence it is preferable to take ed4oy. in the above signification thanin the or- 
dinary one of praise, extolling (Philippi). Comp. Luther : stately language. 
— tov axdxwr| of the guileless (Heb. vii. 26), who themselves have nothing 
evil in their mind, and are prepared for nothing evil.2—The assertion that 
Paul appears too severe in the accusation of his opponents (Riickert) cannot 
be made good. He writes from long and ample experience. 


1 Dem. 423.4; Plat. Legg. i. p. 680 A ; Dion. evAoyia, language finely expressed (here: 


Hal. viii. 72. fine phrases), Plat. Rep. p. 400 D; Lucian, 
2On xpnoroA. comp. Jul. Capitol. vit. Per-  Lexiph.1; Aesop. 229. 
tin. 13; Eustath. p. 1487, 538, and the classi- 3 See Wetstein in loc. ; Ruhnken, ad Tim. 


cal Adyot xpnotoi, Aéyerv xpnora «.7.A.; On  p. 56; Schaefer, ad Greg. Cor. p. 342. 
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Ver. 19. Not a second ground assigned for, or justification of, the 
warning of ver. 17 (Tholuck, de Wette, Philippi ; comp. also Reithmayr 
and Hofmann) ; for this use of a second really co-ordinated ydp is nowhere 
to be assumed in the N. T. See, on the contrary, on viii. 6. Nor is it to 
be taken, with Fritzsche: ‘‘nam vos imnocentibus qui facile decipiuntur 
hominibus annumerandos esse, ex eo intelligitur, quod vos Christo obedientes 
esse nemo ignorat ;” for the latter is exactly the opposite of ready liability 
to seduction. Nor with Riickert : for the general diffusion of the news 
that you are such good Christians will soon bring those men to Rome, that 
they may sow their tares ; which is not expressed. Nor yet again with 
Calvin and others, Reiche, and K@6llner : for you are indeed good Chris- 
tians, whereat I rejoice ; but I desire, etc.—against which the expression, 
especially the want of uév and the presence of ov, is decisive. In order to 
a correct understanding, one should ‘note the emphatically prefixed ipnér, 
which stands in correlation—and that antithetic—with rév axkdkwv. Hence 
(as also Philippi admits, comp. van Hengel) : ‘‘ not without reason do I 
say : the hearts of the guileless ; for you they will not lead astray, because 
you do not belong to such as the mere dkaxoa, but distinguish yourselves so 
much by obedience (towards the gospel), that this has become universally 
known ; respecting you therefore (here, too, é¢’ iviv stands first emphatically ; 
see the critical notes) I rejoice,’ yet desire that you may be wise and pure,” 
—a delicate combination of warning with the expression of firm confidence. 
Strangely, Lucht, comparing Acts xx. 29, assigns ver. 19 to an epistle to 
the Ephesians. — ei¢ rd ayad.| in reference to the good, which you have to do. 
By this general expression Paul means specially fidelity towards the pure 
gospel. —dxepaiovg sig 7d Kaxdv] pure in reference to evil, so that you keep 
yourselves unmixed with it, free from it. Comp. Phil. ii. 15, Matt. x. 16; 
and see respecting axepaioc generally, Ruhnken, ad Tim. p. 18. 

Ver. 20. Encouraging promise ; hence ovrrpive: is not with Flatt to be 
taken as optative, contrary to linguistic usage, nor is the erroneous gloss 
of the reading ovvrpina (A, 67**, Theodoret, Oec., Jer., Ambros., Rup.) to 
be approved.—Paul regards the sectaries, because they are servants not of 
Christ, but of their belly (ver. 18), as organs of Satan (comp. 2 Cor. xi. 15) ; 
hence his figurative expression of the thought, founded on Gen. iii. 15: 
‘* The God of peace will grant you (when the authors of division appear 
amongst you) shortly the complete victory over them.”—ASs Ocidc¢ Tic eiphyac 
( pacificus) God appears in contrast to those roobvree tac diyooraciac (ver. 17). 
Comp. on xv. 33.—The bruising of Satan and treading him under feet takes 
place in God’s power; hence 6 Oed¢ x.t.A.. Comp. 1 Macc. iii. 22 (and 
Grimm in loc.), iv. 10, e¢ al. —% yépic «.7.2.] The grace of our Lord, ete. ; 
therewith, as with the usual concluding blessing of his epistles, Paul would 





1Tn the reading of the Recepta defended 
by Hofmann, xaipw oby rd éf’ bpiv, xaipew 
would not have to be supplied after 76 (as 
Hofmann very oddly thinks); but 7d é¢’ 
buy sc. ov would, according to a well-known 
usage (see Bernhardy, p. 329; Kriiger, § ¢8. 


41.9; Schaefer, ad Bos. Hill. p. 277 ; Kiihner, 
TI. 1, p. 484), be a more precise definition to 
xaipw : I rejoice, as to what concerns you. 
Tn this case, é¢’ txiv would be by no means 
dependent on the notion xaipw, but the 
latter would stand absolutely. 
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close. But he has as yet delivered no special greetings from those around 
him at Corinth, whether it be that they are now for the first time entrusted 
to him, or that he now for the first time observes that he has not yet mentioned 
them in what precedes (as after ver. 16). This induces him now further to 
add vv. 21-23 after the conclusion already written down in ver. 20; then 
to repeat the above blessing in ver. 24 ; and finally, after recalling anew all 
which he had delivered to the Romans, in a full outburst of deeply moved 
piety to make the doxology, vv. 25-27, the final close of the entire letter. 

Ver. 21. Tu60.] It may surprise us that he is not brought forward at the 
head of the epistle as its joint writer (as in 2 Cor. i. 1; Phil. i. 1; Col. i. 
1; 1 Thess. i. 1 ; 2 Thess. i. 1), since he was at that time with Paul. But it 
is possible that he was absent just when Paul began to compose the epistle, and 
hence the apostle availed himself in the writing of it of the hand of a more 
subordinate person, who had no place in the superscription (ver. 22) ; it is 
possible also that the matter took this shape for the inward reason, that 
Paul deemed it suitable to appear with his epistle before the Roman church, 
to which he was still so strange, in all his unique and undivided apostolic 
authority. — Aotxioc] Not identical with Zwke, as Origen, Semler, and others 
held ;? but whether with Lucius of Cyrene, Acts xiii, 1, is uncertain. Just 
as little can it (even after Lucht’s attempt) be ascertained, whether ‘Idowy is 
the same who is mentioned in Acts xvii. 5. Swoiratpoc may be one with 
Loratpoc, Acts xx. 4; yet both names, Ywoir. and Lér., are frequently 
found in the Greek writers. — ovyyeveic] as vv. 7, 11. Why it should be 
reckoned ‘‘more than improbable” (Hofmann) that Paul had at that time 
three kinsmen in Rome (vv. 7, 11), and three in his neighbourhood at the 
time of writing, it is not at all easy to see. 

Ver. 22. Tertius, probably an Italian with whom the readers were ac- 
quainted, was at that time with Paul in Corinth, and wrote the letter, which 
the apostle dictated to him. The view that he made a fair copy of the apos- 
tolic draught (Beza, Grotius) is the more groundless, since Paul was wont to 
dictate his epistles (1 Cor. xvi. 21; Gal. vi. 11 ; Col. iv. 16 ; 2 Thess. iii. 
17). In his own name Tertius writes his greeting ; for it was very natural 
that, when he called the apostle’s attention to his personal wish to send a 
greeting, his own greeting (which Grotius and Laurent, without sufficient 
ground, relegate to the margin) would not be dictated by the apostle, but 
left to himself to express. In ver. 23, Paul again proceeds with his dicta- 
tion. Quite groundlessly, Olshausen (following Eichhorn) thinks that Paul 
wrote the doxology immediately after ver. 20, and did so on a small sepa- 
rate piece of parchment, the other blank side of which the scribe Tertius 
used, in order to write on it in his own name vv. 21-24. But how incon- 
testably 6 cvvepyé¢ pov, ver. 21, points to Paul himself !— év xvpin] To be 
referred to dox.; the Christian salutation, offered in the consciousness of 
living fellowship with Christ. Comp. 1 Cor. xvi. 19. 

Ver. ‘23. I'dioc] Perhaps the same who is mentioned in 1 Oor. i. 14 ; it 


1 Considered probable also by Tiele inthe . the name of the bishop of Cenchreae ap- 
Stud. u. Krit. 1858, p. 753 ff.—In the Con- _ pointed by Paul. 
stitt. ap. vii. 46. 2, Lucius is mentioned as 
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may at the same time be assumed, that the person mentioned in Acts xx. 4 
(not also he who appears in Acts xix. 29) is not a different one, against which 
the circumstance that he was of Derbe is no proof. But considering the great 
frequency of the name (see also 3 John 1 ; Constitt. ap. vii. 46. 1 ; Martyr. 
Polyc. 22), no decision can be given. Origen : ‘‘ Fertur tracitione majorum, 
quod hic Cajus fuit episcopus Thessalonicensis ccclesiae.” — gévoc, guest- 
friend, is in the Greek writers not merely the person entertained, but also, as 
here, the entertainer. Paul lodged with Caius, as during his first sojourn in 
Corinth with Aquila, and then with Justus (Acts xviii. 1—7). — kai rij¢ xx. 62. ] 
Whether this be a reference to the circumstance that Caius gave his house for 
the meetings of the church (Grotius), or to the fact that, while the apostle 
lodged with him, there were at the same time very numerous visits of persons 
belonging to the church of Corinth, whom Caius hospitably received, —a view 
which corresponds better to the thoughtfully chosen designation—in any case 
cévoc does not stand to rjc éxxa. 62. in the same strict relation as to ov. 
Comp. ver. 13, rv pytépa airod kai éuod. If the lodging of those coming from 
abroad (Hofmann, following Erasmus and. others) were meant, rio éxxa. bAne 
would have been understood of the collective Christian body, and the 
hyperbolical expression would appear more jesting than thoughtful. Comp. 
rather on 7 éxxAyoia bay, 1 Cor. xiv. 23, also v. 11, xv. 22. Nor is the ex- 
pression suitable to the Roman church, in so far, namely, as Paul converted 
many of its members during their exile (Mircker), because it would be too 
disproportionate. —”Epacroc] Different from the one mentioned in Acts xix. 22 
and 2 Tim. iv. 20 ; for the person sending greeting here was not, like Timo- 
thy, atravelling assistant of the apostle, but administrator of the city-chest, 
city-chamberlain in Corinth (arcarius civitatis, see Wetstein) ; unless we 
should assume—for which, however, no necessity presents itself—that he 
had given up his civic position and is here designated according to his for- 
mer office (Pelagius, Estius, Calovius, Klee, and others, comp. also Reiche). 
For another, but forced explanation, see Otto, Pastoralbr. p. 55. The 
name Erastus was very frequent. The less are we, with Lucht, to discover 
an error in Acts xix. 22 and 1 Tim iv. 20. Grotius, moreover, has rightly 
observed : ‘‘ Vides jam ab initio, quamquam paucos, aliquos tamen fuisse 
Christianos in dignitate positos.” Comp. 1 Cor. i. 26 ff. — Respecting 
Quartus absolutely nothing is known. Were adeA¢d¢ a brother according to 
the flesh, namely of Erastus, Paul would have added airov (comp. ver. 15) ; 
hence it is to be understood in the sense of Christian brotherhood, and to be 
assumed that the relations of this Quartus suggested to the apostle no more 
precise predicate, and were well known to the readers. 
Ver. 24. In 2 Thess. iii. 16, 18, the closing blessing is also repeated. 

Wolf aptly observes : ‘‘Ita hodienum, ubi epistola vale dicto consummata 
est, et alia paucis commemoranda menti se adhuc offerunt, scribere solemus : 
vale iterum.” 7 

Vy. 25-27. [See Note CLVII. p. 582.] Asa final complete conclusion, 
we have now this praising of God, rich in contents, deep in feeling (perhaps 


1 See Sturz, Lex. Xen. ITT. p. 218; Duncan, ed. Rost. p. 799, 
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added by the apostle’s own hand), in which the leading ideas contained in 
the whole epistle, as they had already found in the introduction, i. 1-5, 
their preluding keynote, and again in xi. 33 ff. their preliminary doxological 
expression, now further receive, in the fullest unison of inspired piety, their 
concentrated outburst for the ultimate true consecration of the whole. No 
one but Hofmann, who assigns to these three verses their place after xiv. 23 
(see the critical notes), could deny that they form a doxology at all. Accord- 
ing to him, r¢ dé dvvauévy is to be connected with ogeidAouev, xv. 1, and to de 
governed by this verb (thus : to Him, who is able. . . we are debtors, etc.). 
This is, however, nothing less than a monstrosity of exegetical violence, 
and that, first, because the verses carry on their front the most immediate 
and characteristic stamp of a doxology (comp. especially Jude 24, 25), in 
which even the ayy is not wanting (comp. ix. 5, xi. 36) ; secondly, because 
the fulness and the powerful pathos of the passage would be quite dispropor- 
tionate as a preparatory basis for the injunction that follows in xv. 1, and 
would be without corresponding motive ; thirdly, because in ver. 25 spac 
stands, but in the supposed continuation, xv. 1, jusic, Which is an evidence 
against their mutual connection ; and lastly, because the dé, xv. 1, stands 
inexorably in the way. This dé, namely, couid not be the antithetic dé of the — 
apodosis and after participles, especially after absolute participles (Klotz, ad 
Devar. p. 372 ff. ; Kiihner, IT. 2, p. 818 ; Baeumlein, Partik. pp. 92 f., 94), 
but only the reswmptive (Kiihner, IT. 2, p. 815 ; Baeumlein, p. 97) ; and 
then Paul must have written not dgeiAouev dé, but either airg dé ddetdouer, 
which air would reassume the previously described subject, or he must 
have put his dé in ver. 27 along with pérvy ood Oem, and therefore some- 
what thus : pdr 3 copy O&@ . . . ddetAomer. 

Ver. 25. Urypita] to make firm and stedfast. Luke xxii, 32 ; Rom. i. 11; 
1 Thess. iii. 2 ; 2 Thess. ii. 17, et al. The description of God by 76 duvanuévs 
buac orypi€ac corresponds to the entire scope of the epistle. Comp. i, 11 
(in opposition to Lucht). —iac] tuav rac kapdiac, 1 Thess. iii. 18. — xara rd 
evayy. ov] is closely connected with orp. (to strengthen in respect of my gos- 
pel),’so that we are not to supply in jide (Koppe, de Wette, van Hengel) or 
the like (Reiche : ‘‘in the religious and moral life,”) ; but the sense is not 
different from oryp. év 76 ebayy. pov (comp. 2 Thess. ii. 17 ; 2 Pet. i. 12), 
namely: so to operate upon you that you may remain stedfastly faithful to 
my gospel, and not become addicted to doctrines and principles deviating 
from it. More far-fetched is the explanation of others (taking «ard in the 
sense of the rule) ; ‘‘ so to strengthen you, that you may now liveand act accord- 
ing to my gospel” K6éllner (comp. Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, 
Wolf, Koppe, Tholuck) ; or (xaré of the regulative modal character) : after 
the fashion of my gospel (Hofmann).—The expression 1d evayyéA. pov, the 
gospel preached by me, cannot, seeing that in Rome Pauline Christianity was 
in the ascendant, be accounted, on an impartial consideration of the apostol- 
ic consciousness, and in comparison with ii. 16 (see also 2 Thess. ii. 14 ; 2 
Tim. ii. 8 ; Gal. ii. 2), as in itself surprising, least of all when we attend to 
the added : Kai 7d khpvyya "Iyoov Xpiorod. This, namely, far from aiming at 
a conciliatory comparison with the preaching of the other apostles (Lucht), is 
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a more precise definition of 70 evayy. ov, proceeding from the humble piety 
of the apostle. As he wrote or uttered the latter expression, he at once 
vividly felt that his gospel was withal nothing else than the preaching which 
Christ Himself, caused to go forth (through him as His organ) ; and by making 
this addition, he satisfies his own principle: ob yap toAujow Aadeiv te dv ob 
Katetpyacato Xpiord¢ dv éuov Ady. x. Epyy, XV. 18. Comp. on the thought, 
_ Eph, ii. 17 ; 2 Cor. xiii. 3. This humility, amidst all the boldness in other 
respects of his apostolic consciousness, suggested itself the more to his heart, 
because in connection with a praise of God. With this view of the genitive 
agree substantially Riickert, de Wette, Fritzsche, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Ewald. The more usual explanation: the preaching concerning Christ 
(Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, and many others, including Kéllner, Tholuck (2), 
Reithmayr, Philippi), yields after rd evayy. wov somewhat of tautology, and 
forfeits the thoughtful correlation between pov and ’Ijcov Xpicrov. The 
personal oral preaching of Christ Himself during His earthly life (Grotius, 
Wolf, Koppe, Béhme, Hofmann), to which Paul never expressly refers 
in his epistles (not even in Gal. v. 1) is not to be thought of. — xara droxd- 
Av pvotnp. k.7.2.] Co-ordinated to the preceding xara . . . Xprorov, and like- 
wise dependent on orpiza. In the exalted feeling of the sublime dignity of 
the gospel, in so far as he has just designated it as the «puyuaof Jesus Christ, 
the apostle cannot leave the description of its character without also desig- 
nating it further according to its grand and sacred contents (not according to 
its novelty, as Hofmann explains, which lies neither in the text nor in the 
connection), and that with a theocratic glance back upon the primitive counsel 
of salvation of God : as revelation of a secret kept in silence in eternal times (comp. 
Col. 1. 26 ; Eph. iii. 9, i. 4; 1 Cor. ii. 7). Note the dipartite character of 
the designation by the twofold xara, according to which Paul sets forth the 
gospel, (1) ratione subjecti, as his gospel and k4pvyya of Christ, and (2) ratione 
objecti, as the revelation of the primitive sacred mystery. — The second xaré is 
to be taken quite like the first (comp. Col. ii. 8) ; but Paul designates. the 
divine decree of the redemption of the world as wvorhpiov (comp. generally on 
xi. 25), in so far as it, formed indeed by God from eternity (hidden in God, 
Eph. iii. 9), and in the fulness of time accomplished by Christ, was first 
disclosed * through the gospel, i.e. laid open to human contemplation (Eph. 
iii. 4, 8, 9, vi. 19) ; hence the gospel is the actual azoxddvuc of this secret. 
The article was not requisite with dox., since the following genitive has no 
article, and, besides, a preposition precedes (Winer, p. 118 f. [E. T. p. 125] ; 
comp. 1 Pet. i. 7). But pvorypiov, if it was to be in itself the definite secret, 
must have had the article (Eph. iii. 3, 9 ; Col. i. 26) ; hence we must explain 
“of a secret,” so that it is only the subsequent concrete description which 


1 The bestowal of blessing on the Gentiles preaching of the gospel (i. 17; Gal. iii. 28) is 
(Eph. iii. 6) is an essential feature of the meant according to the context, and not 
contents of the pvorypiov; but to réfer the ** mihi data patefactio” (van Hengel), which 
latter in our passage to this alone (Beza, Paul elsewhere, when he means it, actually 
Bengel, Philippi, Tholuck, and others), is expresses. Comp. Gal. i. 16; Eph. iii. 3; 1 
not justified by the context. Cor, ii. 10; Eph. iii. 5; Gal. i. 12. 

2 This disclosure made to men through the 
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expresses what secret is meant : ‘‘in respect to the revelation of a secret, which 
was kept silent in eternal times, but now has been brought to light,” ete. Among 
the varying explanations, the only one linguistically correct is that of Fritzsche 
(comp. Kéllner, Riickert, Tholuck, and Philippi), who makes xara dzrok. vor. 
dependent not merely on orypiga, but on ro dé dvvau. iva ornp. taken 
together, and takes xara as in consequence of, thus namely : ‘‘ qui potest vos 
corroborare in. . . secundum patefactionem arcani, h. e. postquam facta est 
patefactio arcani, @. q. éei atexadioOy pvorhpiov 3” more exactly Riickert, 
Philippi, Tholuck : in correspondence with the revelation, etc. But no neces- 
sity exists for taking «ard here in another sense than previously, (as e.g. 
there is such a necessity, obviously, with xar’ éxray4v immediately below) ; 
on the contrary, after the words, ‘‘ who is in a position to strengthen you 
in respect of the gospel,” the idea ‘‘secundum patefactionem arcani ” would 
be superfluous and self-evident, and therefore the weighty mode of its ex- 
pression would be without motive and turgid. It would be otherwise if 
Kata aroKaAvy K.T.2. Were intended to establish not the ability of God, but 
His willingness. Incorrectly, in fine, Olshausen and older expositors think 
that 70 yeyevyuévov should be supplied : ‘‘ which preaching has taken place 
through revelation of a secret,” etc. This Paul would have known how to 
say properly, had he meant it. — ypévorg aiwy.| Period in which the ceoty. took 
place ; Acts viii. 11, xiii. 20; Josh. ii. 20 ; Winer, p. 205 [E. T. p. 218]; 
Kiihner, II. 1, p. 886. From the very beginning down to the time of the 
N. T. proclamation reach the ypévor aidvioc, which are meant and popularly 
so designated. Bengel : ‘‘tempora primo sui initio aeternitatem quasi prae- 
viam attingentia.” Comp. 2 Tim. i. 9 ; Tit. i. 2. As at almost every word 
of the doxology, Lucht has taken offence at the expression ypédvoie aiwv.' 
And Reiche incorrectly understands the course of eternity down to the time of 
the prophets, For by aroxdd. pvornp. x.t.4. Paul wished to designate the 
New Testament gospel (xipvyya ’Inoot Xpiotov), which therefore had not been 
preached before Christ ; but he thinks of the prophetical predictions as the 
means used (ver. 26) for the making it known, and justly, since in them the 
publication has not yet taken place, but there is contained merely the still 
obscure preindication and preparatory promise (i. 2) which were only to 
obtain their full and certain light through the far later dmoxdédAvyuc of the 
mystery, and consequently were to serve as a medium of faith to the preach- 
ing which announces the secret of salvation. Comp. Weiss, idl. Theol. p. 
293. Suggestively Bengel remarks : ‘‘ V. T. est tanquam horologium in suo 
cursu tacito ; N. T. est sonitus et pulsus aeris.” The silence respecting the 
secret was first put an end to by the preaching of the N. T., so that now the 
gavépworc came in its place ; and up to that time even the prophetic language 
was, in reference to the world, as yet a silence, because containing only ovve- 
oxiaopévocg. (Theodoret) what afterwards (‘‘ a complemento,” Calovius) was to 
become through the evangelical preaching manifest, brought clearly to light 


1 The fashion, in which he professes to Thus, ¢.g., xpov. aiwy. is held to refer to the 
explain the separate elements from aGnos- Gnostic aeons, ceovynu. to the Gnostic Sige, 
tic atmosphere, is so arbitrary as to place 8&4 ypad. mpodyr. to the yraors of allegorical 
itself beyond the pale of controversy. explanation of Scripture. 


’ 


CHAP. XVI., 26. 579 
(comp. i. 19, iii. 21 ; Col. iv. 4; 1 Pet. i. 10, 11, 20 ; Tit. i. 2, 3; 2 Tim. 
i. 10). 

Ver. 26. Contrast of ypdvorg aiwv. ceory. — But which has been made mani- 
fest in the present time, and by means of prophetic writings, according to the 
commandment of the eternal God, in order to produce obedience of faith, has been 
made known among all nations. In this happy relation of the present time, 
with regard to that which the ypévor aidvioe lacked, how powerful a motive 
to the praise of God ! — gavepwbévroc 62 viv] Comp. Col. 1. 26, vuvi dé égavepahy, 
in the same contrast ; but here the stress lies, in contradistinction to the 
immediately preceding ceovynu. On gavepw. Reiche’s observation, that the 
pavépworc is never attributed to the prophets, is not at all applicable ; for it 
is not in fact ascribed to the prophets here, and gavepw6. is not even con- 
nected with dia ypag. zpod., which re? undoubtedly assigns to the following 
participle yvwpiof.* The mystery has, namely, in the Christian present been 
clearly placed in the light, has been made an object of knowledge (comp. on 
i, 19), a result obviously accomplished through the gospel (comp. Col. i. 26; 
Tit. i. 8); and with this g¢avépworc, in and by itself, there was connected in 
further concrete development the general publication of the secret, as it is 
more precisely designated by did te ypagov . . . . yrwopicf. This general 
publication was, namely, one which took place (1) by means of prophetic 
writings (comp. i. 2), inasmuch as, after the precedent of Jesus Himself 
(John v. 39 ; Matt. v. 17 ; Luke xxiv. 27, 44), it was brought into connec- 
tion with the prophecies of the O. T. testifying beforehand (1 Pet. i. 11), 
the fulfilment of the same was exhibited, and they were employed as a proof 
and confirmation of the evangelical preaching (comp. also Acts xvii. 11), 
and generally as a medium enabling the latter to produce knowledge and 
faith. (2) It took place at the command of God (x. 17 ; Tit. i. 3), whose 
servants (i. 9) and stewards of His mysteries (1 Cor. iv. 1). the apostles are, 
conscious of His command (Gal. i. 1, 15). (8) It was made in order to pro- 
duce obedience towards the faith (comp. oni. 5), and that (4) among all nations. 
— Tov aiwviov Ocov]| aiwv. is not a faint allusion to ypdvore aiwviowe (Reiche) ; 
but stands in a very natural and apt relation of meaning thereto, since it is 
only as eternal (Baruch iv. 8, 22 ; Hist. Susann. 42) that God could dispose 
of the eternal times and of the present, so that what was kept silent in the 


1Téis wanting indeed in D E 34, 87, Syr. 
Erp. Copt. Aeth. Arm. Slav. Vulg. Clar. 
Germ. Chrys. and some Latin Fathers ; but 
this is to be regarded as a hasty deletion, 
occasioned by the fact that, without precise 
consideration of the sense and of the fol- 
lowing connection, Sta ypad. mpod. was 
mechanically attached to ¢avepwd. as near- 
est in position, and the necessity in point of 
construction for its belonging to yrwpics., 
widely separated by the intervening notices, 
was not perceived. In order thereupon to 
supply the want of connection between the 
two participles, which arose through the 
omission of the ré, an e¢ was inserted before 


car’ in versions (Syr. Erp. Aeth.). 

2 This, too, against Hofmann, who makes 
dua ypadh. mpop. be added to vov by means 
of ré, in the sense of “just as also.”” But the 
ré must have added to the viv something 
homogeneous, supplementing (Baeumlein, 
Partik. p. 211; Kiihner, II. 2, p. 787), not a 
notion dissimilar toit. Generally, it would 
not be easy to sce why Paul should not 
have placed his ré only after car’ émtayyy, 
and thereby have given to the second par- 
ticipial sentence—which, according to Hof: 
mann’s explanation, follows without con- 
necting particle—a connecting link in con 
formity with the sense. 
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former should be made known in the latter. — ig m. T. EOvy] Consequently 
the publication was not confined to the Jews, but was accomplished among 
all Gentile peoples ; comp. i. 5. As to eic of the direction, comp. John viii. 
26, and see on Mark i. 89, xiv. 9. 

Ver. 27. Mévy cog Oe dia "Iycov X.] to be closely connected (without 
acomma after Oe) : to the through Jesus Christ only wise God, i.e. to the 
God who through Christ has shown Himself as the alone wise, so wise, that in 
comparison with Him this predicate can be applied to no other being (comp. - 
Luke xviii. 19 ; John xvii. 3; 1 Tim. vi. 15, 16, i. 17 ; 2 Mace. i. 25), the 
absolutely wise.’ The connection : ‘‘to the alone wise God Be the glory 
through Christ” (Pesch., Chrysostom, Luther, Beza, Calvin, Estius, Grotius, 
Morus, van Hengel, and several others), is inadmissible because of ®, Which 
indeed is omitted by Beza and Grotius after the Complut. edition, but is 
critically so certified (it is wanting merely in B) that it can only appear to 
have been omitted with a view to relieve the construction ; although Riick- 
ert also sees himself forced to omit it, and Ewald (comp. Miircker, p. 8), 
while retaining the ¢, so translates as if it ran @ 61a I. X. 4 ddEa. Thus, 
too, Hofmann connects the words, seeking through the dative Lévy code 
Oe to bring them into government with opeiAouev, xv. 1 (see on vv. 25-27). 
Instances of such a prefixing of parts of sentences having an emphasis before 
the relative are found, indeed, in the Greek writers ;7 yet in the N. T. we 
have no passage of this kind (wrongly Hofmann adduces1 Pet. iv. 11, Heb. 
xiii, 21, as bearing on this) ; and it would not be easy to perceive any spe- 
cial reason why Paul should have so uniquely laid stress on dca ’I. X. — The 
description of God, begun on the side of His power, in ver. 25, passes over 
at the conclusion of the doxology into the emphasizing of His wisdom, to 
which the representation of the gospel as aroxdduc pvornpiov . . . yvwpio- 
dévroc involuntarily led him in a very natural process of thought ;. for so long 
as the mystery was covered by silence, the wisdom of God in its highest 
potency was not yet brought to light,—a result which took place by the 
very means of that aroxddvyic. Comp. xi. 82-84. This at the same time 
applies against Reiche, who believes ydve cod to be unsuitable here and to 
be taken from Jude 25 var. (the spurious addition cog¢, Jude 25, as also in 
1 Tim. i. 17, has manifestly flowed from our passage). — dia "Inoov Xpiorov| 
i.e. through the appearance and the whole work of Jesus Christ. Thereby God 
caused Himself to be practically recognized as the alone wise. Comp. xi. 
33 ff. ; Eph. iii. 8 ff. Similarly, in Jude 25, dua "Inoov Xpiorov x.t.4. is con- 
nected, not with the following déza, but with the preceding cwrip: juav. 
Too narrowly, Fritzsche limits d:a ’I. X., in accordance with Col. ii. 3 (but 
see in loc.), to the contents of His teaching. It is precisely the facts which 
bring to light the wisdom of the divine measures in the execution of the 
plan of redemption through Christ,—the death and the resurrection and 
exaltation of Jesus (iv. 24, 25, viii. 84, et al.),—that form the sum and sub- 
stance of the conception of our did "Inco Xpictod. — ©} In the lively pressure 


Comp. Plato, Phaedr. p. 278 D; Diog. baum, ad Plat. Phaedr. pp. 238 A, 363 A; 
Laert. i. 12; Philo, de migr. Abr. I. p. 457. 4. comp. on Acts i. 2. : 
? Schaefer, App. ad Dem. IV. p. 462; Stall- 
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of the great intermediate thoughts connected with the mention of the gos- 

pel, vv. 24, 25, the syntactic connection has escaped the apostle. Not tak- 

ing note that 7 dé duvauévy and the resumptive pérvy cog Oe are still with- 
out their government, he adds, as though they had already received it at 

the beginning of the over-full sentence (through ydprc dé 76 duvayévy x.7.2. 

or the like), the expression—still remaining due—of the praise itself by 

means of the (critically certain) relative, so that now the above datives are 

left to stand as anacoluthic. Comp. Acts xxiv. 5, 6, and the remark thereon. 

See also Winer, p. 528 [E. T. p. 567] ; Buttmann neut. Gr. p. 252 [E. T. 293]. 

Others, indeed, think that Paul allowed himself to be induced by the inter- 

mediate thoughts to turn from the doxolgy to God at first designed, and to 

direct the tribute of praise to Christ instead, the Mediator and ‘Revealer of 

the wisdom of God, so as thereby mediately to praise God Himself. See 

especially Philippi, also Reithmayr, Baumgarten-Crusius, arfd Tholuck 

(doubtfully). Such doxologies as if to God, are found addressed to Christ 

doubtless in Heb. xiii. 21, 2 Tim. iv. 18, Rev. i. 6, and later in Clement et 

al., but in the really apostolical writings nowhere at all (see on ix. 5) ; and 

that Paul here still, even after the intermediate observations, retained the 

idea of praising God, so that that 6 must accordingly be referred not to 

Christ, but to God, is quite clearly proved by the resumptive pdvw cog Oce. 

For a formally quite similar anacoluthon’ in the doxology, see Martyr. Polyc. 

20 : T@ duvvapévy Tavtag ude eioayayeiv év TH av’TOU YapiTe K. OwpE@ Eig TV ai@vioy — 
avtov Baotdeiav dia Tov madd¢ avTov povoyevove ’Inoov Xpiotov, @ 4 SdEa, Tim, 
KpaToc, peyadwobvy sig aidvac. —7H dd6Fa] sc. ein, not éori, according to 1 Pet. 
iv. 11 (Hofmann), where the connection is different and zor must be writ- 
ten (Lachm.), and its emphasis is to be noted. The article designates the be- 
Jitting honour, as in xi. 36, 


Notes py AMERICAN Eprror. 
CLV. Ver. 7. érionpor év toig arooréAote. 


The two explanations mentioned by Meyer in his note being alike possible, it 
cannot be determined with certainty whether Andronicus and Junias are here 
called apostles ornot. As we have no mention of them elsewhere, however, and 
as the title of apostle, when applied to others than the Twelve, was apparently 
limited to a very few of the leading men in the Church, such as Barnabas and 
James, the Lord’s brother, it seems probable that the interpretation which 
Meyer gives to the words should be adopted. If the two were ‘ apostles,”’ 
the person whose name in the accusative is ’Iovviay could not have been # 
woman, as there is no reason to believe that a woman ever had this title. 
The nominative must, in this case, be "Iovvidc.* If they were not themselves 
apostles, but were most honorably known by the apostles, the nominative cor- 
responding to ’Iovriav. may be either masculine or feminine. That these two 
persons were relatives of Paul is, perhaps, not to be confidently affirmed ; but 


1 For the suggestion that in this passage simply a violent and very unsuitably devis- 
from the Martyr. Polyc. ro dvvay. isdepend- . ed evasion. Dressel has the unbiassed and 
ent on the preceding éxAoyas (Hofmann)is correct punctuation. 
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from the word that is used, it would seem not improbable that this was the 
fact. ; 


CLVI. Ver. 17. rove ra¢ diyootaciag . . . . movodvrac, 


There are two noticeable points connected with these words and those 
which surround them, which may have an important bearing on the true 
understanding of the passage. (1) The articles with d:yooraciac and cxavduia, 
the addition to those words of rapa tyr didayyv x.T.A., and the words in ver, 18 
descriptive of the persons alluded to, indicate that Paul has in mind op- 
posers of his doctrine. This being the case, and the date of the Epistle being 
near to the dates of those addressed to the Galatians and Corinthians, it 
must be regarded as probable that the references in all the letters are to 
teachers and adversaries of the same general class. The question may be 
raised, however, whether the words of ver. 18-do not appear more character- 
istic of such adversaries as they were a few years later ; and if such is the fact, 
this verse may have some relation to the time of the writing of the present 
chapter as compared with the rest of the Epistle. See, however, Meyer’s notes 
on vy. 17-20. (2) The fact that the whole subject of such adversaries and 
their influence is passed over with so brief a reference shows that they could 
not have, as yet, wrought any considerable evil in the Roman church. Meyer 
thinks, and this may be the correct view, that they had not yet actually 
appeared at Rome. It was not unnatural that tendencies of this sort should 
have manifested themselves in some small beginnings, or, if they had not, that 
the Apostle should have apprehended their existence and evil effects in the 
future. The presence of such an exhortation in the chapter is not inconsistent 
with the Pauline authorship of it. 


CLVII. Ver. 25 ff. r@ dé duvapév@ bude ornpigac k.7.A. 


This final doxology is Pauline in its character and forms an appropriate close 
to the Epistle. It gathers into itself (as Meyer also says) some of the funda- 
mental thoughts on which the Epistle rests : that his gospel and the preach- 
ing of Jesus Christ were for the establishment and confirmation in the Chris- 
tian life of the readers, oryjpiga: (comp. i. 11 and note) ; that the revealed mys- 
tery was so far contained in the writings of the prophets that when pro- 
claimed now, it could be made manifest by their means ; that the end of the 
preaching and the revelation, as related to the apostolic mission assigned to 
him, was obedience to faith among the Gentiles ; that the whole plan and its 
outworking belonged to the marvellous wisdom of the one God. But these 
thoughts are wrought into a single truly characteristic Pauline sentence—ex- 
pressing praise to God, and, at the same time, showing the desire of his heart 
that God would strengthen the Roman church in the truth and in the true way 
of living. 
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A; 


ABRAHAM, justified by faith, 152, 172 ; 
according to the flesh, 152-175 ; 
the promise unto, 162, 177; his 
promise of fatherhood, 166; an ex- 
ample of faith, 168-178 ; receiving 
righteousness, 172; his descendants, 
366 seq. 

Adam, and sin, 193 seq.; death 
through, 198 seq.; created mortal, 
202. 

Adiaphora, The Law of, 522, 530. 

Adoption, 315 ; waiting for the, 329. 

Adultery, 261. 

Analogy of faith, 472, 484. 

Ananias, 4. 

Anathema, 357 seq. 

Andronicus, 567 seq., 581. 

Animal worship, 62. 

Apostleship, 37, 74, 581. 

Apostolic salutation, 29. 

Aquila, 565 seq. 

Asceticism, Jewish, 5U5 seq. 

Assurance, of salvation, 180; of son- 
ship, 316. 

Atonement of Christ, 134-141; for 
our sins, 172; for the ungodly, 
185-190 ; its ethical result, 230. 

Authorship of Chapters xv. and xvi., 
532 seq. 


B. 


Baal, 428 seq. 

Baptism, into Christ’s death, 230 seq., 
252. 

Barbarians, The, 46. 

Barnabas, 5; his controversy with 
Paul, 7. 

Benevolence, Apostolic, 5 ; in Provi- 
dence, 333 ; to the poor, 555 seq. 
Blessings, implored, 544, 557, 573, 

575. 
Blood of Christ, The, 137 ; atones, 190. 
Boasting in vain, 141, 149. 
Body, The human, 310 seq.; sanctifi- 
cation of, 467 seq., 482. 
Brotherly Love, 476. 


C 


Called of Christ, 39; as Christians, 
40; of God, 335. 





Calvin, and the decrees, 393 seq. 

Capital Punishment, 501. 

Charity, the gift of, 474; to the 
brethren, 477. 


‘Children of God, 314 seq.; receiving 


heirship, 317, 349; in truth, 366 
seq. 

Christ, His two natures, 31, 73; the 
Holy Spirit in, 35 ; His resurrection 
from the dead, 36; thanksgiving 
through, 41; His obedience, 52 ; 
the propitiator, 134-140 ; His sacri- 
fice, 172 ; secures peace and rejoic- 
ing, 181 ; dies for the ungodly, 185 - 
190 ; His obedience, 217, 227 ; union 
with, 233; the Deliverer, 286 seq,, - 
296 ; frees from condemnation, 299 
seq., 345; His person and nature, 
301 seq.; and His heirs, 317, 349 ; 
Divinity of, 360 seq., 396 seq.; 
the corner-stone, 393; the end of 
the law, 405, 421; descent into 
Hades, 410; as Lerd, 411, 423 ; the 
head, 471 ; the Lord and judge, 513 ; 
pleased not Himself, 538; a minister 
of the circumcised, 541; God is 
praised through, 580 seq. 

Christians, how called, 40 ; how slan- 
dered, 119 ; bound unto righteous- 
ness, 248; not under the Mosaic 
law, 257 seq.; belong to Christ, 258 
seq.; married to Christ, 261 seq, 
290 ; delivered from fear, 316, 337 ; 
heirs of Christ, 317, 349; conquering 
through Christ, 343; inseparable 
from Christ, 343 seq.; their mutual 
relations, 471 ; to be zealous, 476 ; 
adapting themselves in service, 477, 
485; to be charitable and hospitable, 
477 ; harmonious and self-sacrific- 
ing, 478 ; loving and forgiving, 479 
seq.; and their enemies, 481 ; to 
obey the civil authorities, 489 seq. ; 
to pay tribute, 492 seq.; to perform 
all duties, 493 seq.; to walk worthi- 
ly,496 seq. ; to forbear with the weak, 
507 seq., 522 seq., 537 seq.; forbid- 
den to judge one another, 510 seq., 
524 seq., 515, 519 seq. 526 ; living for 
Christ, 512 seq., 526 seq.; accounta- 
ble to God, 515 ; not to give offence, 
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515, 526 seq.; to follow after peace, 
519 ; to be in harmony, 540 seq.; 
helping one another, 555 seq.; to 
practise hospitality, 565; to be 
wise and good, 571 seq. 

Church, The, in the family, 566. 

Church Invisible, The, 103-105. 

Churches founded by Paul, 550, 553. 

Circumcision, for Christians, its bear- 
ing on the law, 101, 108; its ben- 
efits, 111, 146 ; by faith, 143 ; asign 
of the covenant, 160, 176. 

Clement, Epistle of, 19. 

Coals of fire, 481. 

Colossians, Epistle to the, 10. 

Commandments fulfilled in love, 495. 

Communism, none in Paul, 555. 

Concord, prayer for, 539;seq. 

Condemnation, through Adam, 215, 
226; none in Christ, 299 seq., 345 
Seq., 339 seq., 353. 

Confession of Faith, 410 seq. 

Conscience, of the Gentiles, 92-94, 

Consecration of man to God, 470 seq., 
483. 

Contentiousness, 87. 
,~Conversion of Jews, 445, 448 seq., 463. 
Corinthians, First Epistle to the, 8. 
Council, Apostolic, 7, 
Creator, The, 58 ; dishonoured by thie 
Gentiles, 65. 

Creation, 58 ; longing for deliverance, 
320 ; and the fall of man, 323 ; to 
be delivered, 324. 


Dp. 


Death, physical, 196 seq., 222 seq., 
309 seq.; ethical, 236 seq., 253 ; re- 
leasing from sin, 253; eternal, 244 
seq., 264, 272; its power over the 
body, 311 seq., 348. 

Deaconesses, 565, 569. 

Decrees, Divine, 60, 378 seq., 393 seq. 

Desire, begotten by sin, 269 seq. 

Descent into Hades, 419. 

Destructiveness of Sin, 241. 

Determinism, 393. 

Diaconate, The, 472, 484 seq. 

Disobedience, of Adam, 216 seq. 

Divinity of Christ, 360 seq., 396 seq., 
515. 

Divorce, 260. 

Doxology, to God in Christ, 360 seq., 
396 seq ; the closing, 562 seq., 576 
seq. 


Duties, to be fulfilled, 493 seq. 


E. 


Ebionites, 506. 
Edification, 538. 
Election, 334 seq., 352 seq., 356 seq., 
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365 seq., 372 seq., 378 seq., 393 seq. 
399 seq., 429 seq., 453 seq. 

Encouragement, in the Spirit, 330 
seq. ; in God’s will, 333 

Endurance, 183. 

Enjoyments, immoral, 250. 

Enmity against God, 307. 

Epaenetus, 566 seq. 

Ephesians, Epistle to the, 10. 

EKpicureanism, 572. 

Epilogue, 544, 558. 

Errorists, A warning against, 571 seq... 
582. 

Esau, and his birthright, 371 seq. 

Essenes, 506. 

Eternal Life, 86; the gift of God, 251 
seq. ; for righteousness’ sake, 311. 

Europe, receives the Gospel, 7. 

Evil, to be punished, 88 ; for the sake 
of good, 119 ; to be abhorred, 475, 
485 ; overcome by good, 481, 482. 

Exegesis, true, 283, 295. _ 

Exhortation, The gift of, 472, 484 seq. 

Experience, 183 ; constant rule of, 282, 
294 ; and conversion, 296. 


F. 


Faith, 25; apprehending salvation, 
38 ; obedience to, 39; as a condi- 
tion, 49, 85 ; aimed at by the gospel, 
52; begetting life, 53; securing 
righteousness, 129-141 ; alone jus- 
tifies, 142 ; imputed, 156 seq., 174 ; 
illustrated in Abraham, 168-171, 
178 ; unto righteousness, 172 ; jus- 
tifies, 180; its righteousness, 406 
seq., 421 seq. ; of the heart, 411 ; 
conditions of, 413; its measure, 
470, 483; analogy of, 472, 484; a 
weak, 507 seq., 522 seq. ; towards 
the weak brethren, 521, 530. 

Fall, The, of man, 323. 

Family Religion, 566. 

Fear, removed, 337 seq. 

Fellowship, social, 43 ; spiritual, of 
Christ, 230, 262 seq., 308, 499 seq. ; 
practical, 555 seq.; commended, 
565. 

First-fruits, 439. 

Flesh, The, its striving, 306 ; its rule, 
313; to be crucified, 500; absti- 
nence from, 505 seq., 516 seq., 519 
seq., 527 seq. 

Forbearance with the weak, 507 seq., 
522 seq., 537 seq. - 

Foreknowledge of God, 334 seq., 426 
seq., 458 seq. 

Forgiveness of sins, 133-140; pro- 
duces happiness, 158. 

Formula Concordiae, The, and origi: 
nal sin, 288 seq. 

Freedom, 73; under the law, 243, 
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254; from sin, 246, 264 seq.; the cry 
for, 286, 295 ; moral, 288 seq.; from 
condemnation, 299 seq., 345. 


G. 


Gaius, or Caius, 575. 

Galatians, Epistle to the, 8. 

Gamaliel, 2. 

Gentiles, The, 46; Paul’s relation to, 
47 ; forsaking God, 60, 78 ; are in- 
excusable, 60 ; conceited in wisdom, 
61; abandoned by God, 64, 68; 
perverting the truth, 65; worship- 
ping the creature, 66 ; their moral 
condition, 80 ; how judged, 89-94 ; 
their relation to law and conscience, 
90-93 ; called of God, 385 seq., 401, 
434 ; hear and accept the Gospel, 
420, 423 ; grafted on the theocratic 
tree, 441 seq., 460 seq.; their uni- 
versal salvation, 447, 463; should 
praise God’s mercy, 542 seq., 558; 
hope in the Messiah, 543 ; »to be- 
lieve in the Gospel, 579, 582. 

Gifts of Grace, 338 ; diversity of, 471 
seq., 484. 

Glorified with Christ, 318, 336 seq., 
350 seq. 

God, Knowledge of, 57; through 
creation, 58 ; His power and divini- 
ty, 59; His punishment of immoral- 
ity, 62 ; as Judge, 94.seq.; his good- 
ness despised, 83; faithfulness of, 
112 seq.; a righteous judge, 115 ; 
His glory, 132; justifying the be- 
liever, 140; quickening the dead, 
167 ; His great love to man, 343 seq. ; 
deals righteously, 372 seq., His sov- 
ereignty, 373 seq., 378 seq.; His rela- 


tion to man, 378 seq.; His forbear-. 
ance, 380 seq.; His goodness and 


severity, 443 seq.; great mercy of, 
453 ; wisdom and knowledge of, 455 
seq., 464; the source of all, 457; 
the author of consolation and perse- 
verance, 539; to be glorified, 540, 
558 ; praised by the Gentiles, 542, 
seq., 558 ; His power to overcome 
Satan, 573 ; is praised, 575 seq., 580 
seq., 582. 

Gospel, The, as the power of God, 
48 ; produces faith, 52, 413 ; its joy- 
ful message, 414 ; not obeyed by all, 
414; proclaimed to the Jews, 417 
seq.; refused by them, 420, 423; 
proclaimed to the Gentiles, 420, 423; 
conveys a blessing, 556 ; obedience 
to the, 573; is the preaching of 
Christ, 577 seq.; to produce obedi- 
ence, 579 seq. 

Government, Civil, obedience to the, 
488 seq., 500 seq.; its divine author- 
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ity, 489 seq.; ground of obedience 
to the, 492. 

Grace, through Christ, 37 ; for special 
offices, 74 ; its outcome in man, 41 ; 
in righteousness, 157 ; assures God’s 
promise, 165; abundantly given, 
209; and the law, 219 seq., 227; 
continuance in, 229, 252 ; sovereign 
in God’s will, 373 seq.; as saving 
power, 429 seq.; may be forfeited, 
444 ; implored, 575. 


H. 


Hades, 410. 

Happiness through forgiveness, 158 ; 
upon the faithful, 159, 175 ; through 
faith, 182 ; in Christ, 298 seq. 

Harmony, commended, 478. 

Heart-belief, 411. 

Hermas, 570. ; 

Holiness, its fruit, 251. 

Holy Spirit, The, 35; and justifice 
tion, 40; gifts of social fellowship, 
43 ; of love, 184; helping man, 330 
seq.; renews the mind, 469; in 
righteousness, 518. 

Homage to God, 514. 

Hope, 183, 184; saved by, 329 seq. ; 
joyful in, 477. 

Hospitality, commended, 477, 565. 

Humility, 470, 483, 478; Paul’s lan- 
guage of, 549. 


i 


Idolatry, 60, 78. 

Idols’ temples, plundered, 100. 

Immersion, 252. 

Immorality, punished, 62; ends in 
death, 250. 

Imputation, of Righteousness, 141, 
156-158, 161, 174; through faith, 
172 ; of sin, 203. 

Infants, mortality and salvation of, 
199 seq., 224; their relation to 
Adam’s sin, 205, 209, 224. 

Innocence, pre-Mosaic, 271 seq. 

Intercession, by the Spirit, 331; by 
Christ, 341. 

Tnward Man, The, 283, 294. 

Isaac, and his posterity, 366 seq. 

Israelites, The true, 359 seq. ; not 
cast away, 426 seq., 458 seq.; a rem- 
nant of, faithful, 428 seq., 452. 


J. 


Jacob and God’s promises, 371 seq. 

Jerusalem, The Church at, 555 seq. 

Jews, The, their expulsion from 
Rome, 18; their conduct before 
Paul, 20 ; strangers to God’s right- 
eousness, 80 ; their treatment of the 
law, 96 seq. ; their life previous to 
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the law, 266 seq.; a remnant saved, 
388 seq. ; their exclusion, self-im- 
posed, 390 seq., 402; their guilt, 
403 seq.; having zeal without 
knowledge, 404 ; and righteousness, 
404 seq. ; receive the Gospel, 417 
seq. ; reject the Gospel, 420, 423; 
their treatment of God’s prophets, 
427 seq.; hardened because of 
unbelief, 430 seq.; as a spiritual 
tree, 441 seq., 461 seq.; as fallen, 
444; their universal conversion, 
445 seq., 453 seq., 463 seq. ; not 
cast off, 426 seq., 458 seq. ; their 
restoration , 463 seq. 

Joy, in Christ, 192, 414 ; thespirit of 
the kingdom, 518. 

Judaism, True, 103, 359 seq. ; not 
cast off, 426, 458 seq. 

Judgment Day, The, 84. 

Judgments of God, 55 ; judicial, 82 ; 
revealed on the last day, 84, 94 ; in 
righteousness, 116 seq. ; upon the 
Jews, 432 seq. 

Judgments, self-righteous, 81. 

Junias, 567, 581. 

Justification by faith, imputative, 51 ; 
universal, 76; Paul’s argument as 
to, 77 ; by the law, 90, 126, 148 ; by 
grace, 132, 149; by faith alone, 142; 
assured to Abraham and to all 
Christians, 172 ; not sanctification, 
173 ; its blessedness, 180 ; its con- 
sequences, 221; the ground of 
glorification , 337. 


K 


Kiss, The holy, 570 seq. 
Knowledge of sin, 268, 291 seq. 


Ti, 

Law, The Moral, and sin, 89; and 
the Gentiles, 90 ; and the Jews, 96 
seq. ; and circumcision, 101, 107, 
108 ; fulfilled in righteousness, 102 
seq. ; established through faith, 
145, 150 ; working wrath, 164, 177 ; 
its relation to sin and grace, 218 
seq., 227 ; the life of sin, 270 seq. ; 
is holy, 273 ; is spiritual, 272 seq. ; 
its moral excellency, 278 ; a rule of 
experience, 282, 294; the end of, 
405, 421 ; fulfilled in love, 495 seq. 

Law, The Mosaic, not binding, 258 ; 
and marriage, 260; not immoral, 
265 seq., 290; man’s relation to, 
265 seq. 

Law, Natural, 90. 

Letter, serving the, 264 seq. 

Liberty, Christian, the law of, 509 seq., 
515 seq., 520 seq., 524 seq:, 526 seq., 
530 seq, 
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Life, with Christ, 237 sey. ; eternal, 


250 seq. ; pre-mundane, 271 seq. ; 
of the world, 306 seq. ; of Chris- 
tians, 307. 

Logos, The, 34. 

Long-suffering of God, 380 seq., 400 
seq., 420. 

Love, for the good, 475, 485 ; exhor- 
tation to, 494 ; the fulfilment of the 
law, 495 seq. 

Love of Christ, to the Christian, 344 


seq. 

Love of God, 184, 334 seq. ; assured 
through Christ’s. death, 185; all- 
comprehensive, 343 seq. 


M. 


Mankind under sin, 120 seq., 130 
275 seq. Fy 
Man, unregenerate, 275 seq., 292 seq.; 
in misery, 285; his relation to 

God, 378. 

Marriage, 259, 289; how dissolved, 
260 seq. 

Mary, saluted, 567. 

Messianic Kingdom, enlarged, 435; 
to be glorified, 438 ; its fulness, 447 
seq. ; drawing near, 497 seq. ; not 
eating and drinking, 518 seq., 529 
seq. 

Messianic Sovereignty, 163 ; promises 
of, 359. 

Mind, Renewal of the, 469. 

Miracles, Apostolic, 549 seq. 

Modesty, 470, 483 seq. 

Morality, a standard of, 84; its rela- 
tion to faith, 85 ; promoted by right- 
eousness, 228 seq., 252 ; Christian, 
251 ; demanded, 305 seq. ; exhorta- 
tion to, 498 seq. 

Mortality, universal, 198 seq. 

Mosaic Law, The, not binding, 258 ; 
and marriage, 260 seq.; not im- 
moral, 265 ; man’s relation to the, 
265 seq. 

Moses and righteousness, 406 seq., 
421 seq: 


N. 


Nature, under sin, 324 seq. ; to be 
glorified, 325. 


O. 


Obedience, active and passive, 51 ; ta 
God, 245 seq., 399 seq, ; to the gos- 
pel, not universal, 414 seq. ; civil, 
487 seq., 500 seq.; of Christians, 573. 

Observance of days, 511; of Sunday, 
511 seq., 524 seq. 

Omniscience of God, 332 seq. 

Oracles of God, 111, 146. 

Original Sin, 205-209, 288 seq. 
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P. 


Paederastia, 67. 

Pantheism, excluded, 59. 

Parousia, 451 ; drawing near, 497 seq. ; 
expected by Paul, 560. 

Partisanship, 87. 

Passions, Evil, 263. 

Patience, 183 ; in hope, 330. 

Paul, his birth and parentage, 1 ; his 
names ; 72 ; education and occupa- 
pation, 2; Pharisaism and conver- 
sion, 3 ; apostolic labors, 4 ; ecstat- 
ic vision, 5 ; first missionary jour- 
ney, 6 ; second missionary journey, 
7; third missionary journey, 8; 
experience at Jerusalem, 9 ; impris- 
onment at Rome, 10; martyrdom, 
11 ; sojourn in Spain, 12 ; origin of 
this tradition, 14 ; theory of a sec- 
ond captivity, 14 ; his teaching, 23 ; 
apostleship, 29, 72; called through 
grace, 37 ; in sorrow over the Jews, 
357 ; wishes himself accursed, 358 ; 
his interest in their salvation, 403 
seq. ; glorifying his office, 436 seq., 
460 ; justifies his boldness, 545 seq. ; 
exalts his office, 546 seq., 559; 
glories in Christ, 547 seq. ; works 
miracles, 549 seq.; his preaching 
circuits, 550 seq., 560 ; as a founder 
of churches, 550, 553 ; contemplates 
a journey to Spain, 553; asks for 
prayers, 557 ; salutes the saints, 569 
seq. ; warns against false teachers, 
571 seq., 582 ; dictates this Epistle, 
574; concludes with a Doxology, 
575 seq., 582. 

Peace, 41 ; through justification, 181 ; 
the spirit of the Kingdom, 518; im- 
plored, 557, 573. 

Perseverance, 85. . 

Peter, 16 ; his arrival in Rome, 17. 

Pharaoh, as God’s instrument, 376 seq. 

Philemon, 10. 

Philippians, Epistle to the, 10. 

Phoebe, 565. 

Plan of salvation, God’s, 456 seq. 

Popes, succession of, 17 ; against the 
Scriptures, 20. 

Prayer, help in, 331; persevering in, 
477 ; for others, 557, 

Preaching, the necessity of, 413 seq. ; 
heard everywhere, 416 ; of Christ, 

_ the mystery revealed, 577 seq. ; to 
produce obedience, 579 seq. 

Predestination, 334 seq., 352 seq., 356 
seq., 365 seq., 399 seq., 372 seq., 
378 seq., 393 seq., 444 seq., 453 seq. 

Presumption, warned against, 440 seq., 

"462. : 


Pride, spiritual, warned against, 443. 
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Priscilla, 565 seq. 

Probation, after death, 85. 

Promises of God, 165, 364 seq.; faith- 
fully kept, 458 ; fulfilled in Christ, 
541 ; encouraging, 573. 

Prophecy, of the O. T., 52 ; fulfilled, 
387 seq., 411, 543, 551 seq., 579 seq.; 
the gift of, 472. 

Proselytes of the Gate, 102. 

Providence, benevolent, 333 seq., 352 
seq. . 

Punishment of sin, 71 ; in righteous- 
ness, 115, 147. 

Punishment, temporal, 490. 


R. 


Rabbis, Jewish, and Adam’s sin, 202. 

Rebecca, and her sons, 370 seq. 

Reconciliation, through Christ’s death, 
192. 

Redemption in Christ, 133. 

Remnant, A faithful, 429 seq., 452. 

Renovation, Moral, 242, 264, 469. 

Reprobacy, 68, 430 seq. 

Resolution, The power of, 277. 

Restoration, Future, 448 seq., 463 seq. 

Resurrection, of Christ, 232, 341; 
moral, of man, 232, 312; with Christ, 
237. 

Revenge, Personal, 
forbidden, 481. 

Revolution, the right of, 501. 

Righteousness, 25 ; not an attribute of 
God, 49; a relation of man, 50 ; 
how procured, 51; of faith and 
works, 85 ; the fulfilling of the law, 
102 seq. ; not possessed under the 
law, 122 seq.; through faith in 
‘Christ, 129-141 ; imputed, 140, 156 
seq., 174; a sign of the covenant, 
160, 176 ; through Christ’s obedi- 
ence, 219; promotes morality, 228 
seq., 252; moral, 244; obligatory 
upon Christians, 248 seq., 255 seq.; 
gives eternal life, 311, 348 ; not ac- 
complished by the Jews, 391 seq. ; 
their efforts for, 404 seq. ; as the 
end of the law in Christ, 405 seq., 
421 seq.; the essence of Christ’s 
kingdom, 518 seq. , 029 seq. 

Rome, The church at, 15 ; its founder, 
15 ; constituent members, 18, 25% ; 
praised by Paul, 545, 573. 

Rome, The city of, 16. 

Romans, The, 46. 

Romans, Epistle to the, 9; against the 
Papacy, 20 ; occasion of, 21 ; object ~ 
of, 22; contents of, 25 ; place and 
time of composition, 26.; genuine- 
ness of, 26 ; its address, and when 
omitted, 28, 40, 


unlawful, 479; 
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8. 
Sabbath, The Christian, 511 seq., 524 


seq. 

Sacrifice, Self-, 467 seq., 482. 

Saints saluted, 569. 

Saintship, how produced, 40. 

Salutation, Apostolic, 29 ; 
saints, 569 ; by kissing, 570. 

Salvation, apprehended by faith, 38 ; 
its true meaning, 49 ; its universal- 
ity, 192 ; its occasioning cause, 212 
seq., 225 seq. ; through Christ, 215 ; 
by hope, 329 seq. ; made certain, 
337 seq. ; its cause in God, 374 ; free 
and universal, 412; conditions of, 
413 seq. ; to be enlarged in scope, 
437 seq., 460 seq. ; universal, 445 
seq., 463 seq. ; through God’s mer- 
cy, 453 seq.; fulness of, 455 seq., 
464 ; drawing near, 497 seq. ; the 
comfort of, 539. 

Sanctification, 467 seq., 482. 

Sarah, and her son, 368 seq. 

Satan, to be bruised, 573 seq. 

Scriptures, The Holy, a source of com- 
fort, 539. 

Selfishness, condemned, 538. 

Self-seeking, condemned, 478, 572. 

Servants of righteousness, 246. 

Sin, and the law, 89, 219 seq., 227; 
universal, 123, 130,149 ; knowledge, 
128 ; how forgiven, 133, 140; none 
without law, 165 ; universal through 
Adam, 193 seq., 222 seq. ; imputed, 
203 seq. ; original, 205 seq. ; dying 
to, 229, 252; destroyed, 234 seq., 
253 ; not to reign, 239 ; its destruc- 
tiveness, 241; its wages, 251; be- 
gets desire, 269 ; dead without the 
law, 270 seq. ; its power, 274 seq.; 
active in man, 280; its bondage, 
286 ; condemned in the flesh, 303. 

Slaves, and Slavery, 73 ; to immoral- 
ity, 243 seq. 

Soul-conflict, 274 seq., 292 seq. 

Soul, Sanctification of the, 467 seq., 
482, 

Spain, 553. 

Spiritual Light, dawning, 498. 

Spirit, serving the, 264 seq. ; the law 

of the, 300; its striving, 306 ; im- 
parted, 315 ; testifying within man, 
316 ; communicated, 327. 

Stumbling-blocks, 516 seq., 526 seq., 
519 seq. 


to the 





TOPICAL INDEX. 


Suffering, for Christ’s ‘sake, 317 seq., 
ee seq., 342 seq. ; holding out in, 
Subordination of Christ, 457. 


He 


Taxes, to be paid, 492 seq. 

Teaching, The gift of, 473, 484 seq. 

Tertius, 574. 

Thanksgiving, 
food, 512. 

Thessalonians, Epistle to the, 8. 

Timotheus, 574. 

Tribulation, 183. 

Trinity, The Doctrine of the, 457. 

Truth hindered by immorality, 56. 


U. 


Unbelief of man, 112, 147. 

Unchastity, 64, 66. 

Union with Christ, 233, 262 seq., 
471, 499 seq. 


expressed, 42; for 


v. 


Vanity, the creation subject to, 323 
seq. 

Vengeance, belongs to God, 479 seq. 

Victory, with God, 338. 


W. 


Wickedness, universal, 122 seq. 

Will of God, The, 334 seq. ; discern- 
ed, 469. 

Will, The human, enslaved, 281. 

Wine, abstinence from, 505 seq., 516 
seq., 519 seq., 527 seq. 

Wisdom, human and false, 61. 

Word of God, The, begetting faith, 

“415 ; preached everywhere, 416 seq. 

Works, 85 ; of the law, 126, 148; do 
not justify, 142, 154; not the cause 
of election, 430. 

World, The, longing for redemption, 
320 seq. 

Wrath of God, The, 54; why visited 
upon men, 57; foretold, 88; in 
righteousness, 116 ; worked by the 
law, 164, 177; removed, 190, 191 ; 
exhibited after long-suffering, 381 
seq., 401 seq. ; not to be hindered, 
479. . re 


Zeal, without knowledge, 404 ; for the 
Christian life, 476. 
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